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The heat equation with time-correlated random potential in d = 2:

Edwards-Wilkinson fluctuations

Sotirios Kotitsas*

Abstract
We consider the stochastic PDE:

Ou(t,z) = %Au(t, x) + Pu(t, z)V (L, x),

in dimension d = 2, where the potential V is the space and time mollification of the two-
dimensional space-time white noise. We show that after renormalizing, the fluctuations of the
solution converge to the Edwards-Wilkinson limit with an explicit effective variance and constant
effective diffusivity. Our main tool is a Markov chain on the space of paths which we use to
establish an extension of the Kallianpur-Robbins law [I{R53] to a specific regenerative process.

Keywords. critical SPDEs, stochastic heat equation, Edwards-Wilkinson limit, Kallianpur-
Robbins theorem, regenerative processes.
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1 Introduction

We are interested in the following stochastic heat equation in dimension d = 2:

uult, z) = %Au(t,:n)  Bult, )V (8, 2), u(0,2) = 1, (1.1)

where

V(t,z) = ot — s)Y(z — y)d&(s,y). (1.2)

R1+2

Here ¢ is the space-time white noise on R x R? over a probability space (€2, F,P), and ¢ : R —
R, 9 : R? — R are positive smooth functions. We assume that ¢ is supported on [0, 1] and that v
is symmetric and is supported on || < 1/2. The coupling constant § is tuning the strength of the
random potential V.

The potential V is Gaussian and stationary. We denote by R its correlation function:

R(s.y) = B [V<s,y>V<o, o>] = Gk B(s) ¥ * (),

where x denotes the convolution of two functions, E is the expectation with respect to the white
noise £ and ¢(s) = ¢(—s). The function R is compactly supported and R(s,-) = 0 for |s| > 1.

Our goal is to understand the large space-time behavior of the solution to (1.1) i.e. the behavior
of the random variable u,(t,x) = u(e%, Z), as € — 0. More specifically, we aim to understand the
fluctuations of uc(t,z) as a distribution: For g € C°(R?) we aim to find the limiting law as € — 0

of
/im@wmwwa
R2

after centering and re-scaling.

Similar problems have been considered before (see the next subsection for more details). In
[ | the authors considered the same problem in d > 3. They proved that the limiting law
in this case is Gaussian with mean 0 and with an explicit variance. More specifically, they proved
that the limiting law is given by

U(t,)g(x)dx,
R2

where U solves the additive stochastic heat equation with an effective diffusivity a.r¢(8) € R2%2
(= the space of 2 x 2 matrices with real coefficients) and effective variance ves(3) > 0:

DU = Ve (B)VU + Bregs (D)E, UO,2) = 0. (13)

The additive stochastic heat equation is sometimes called the Edwards-Wilkinson equation.

Here we extend the Edwards-Wilkinson limit for the equation (1.1) to dimension d = 2. The
important difference is that d = 2 is the critical dimension (see below for more details). For this
reason, we also tune the coupling constant 5 to go 0 as ¢ — 0. More specifically, we consider the
following equation:

=

Duult,x) — %Au(t,x) + w(t, 2)V (t, @), u(0,2) = 1. (1.4)

\/log e~1

Set: .
T
wt,) = u( . D),

where u solves (1.4). Our main result is the following:



Theorem 1.1. Let g € C.(R?) and:
BC(R) = 2n/||R|]1,

where ||R||y = [gis2 R(s,y)dyds. There exists ¢ Reg — Ry such that Q/ , — +00 as € — 0,
and such that for all B < B.(R)

(e)
/ e e *ue(t,x)g(x)de — [ g(z)dz,
R2 R2
in probability as e — 0. Moreowver,
(e)
\/loge—l/ Ct/é (ue(t, x) — Elue(t,z)])g(x)dx = U(t,x)g(x)dx (1.5)
R2
in distribution, where U solves the additive heat equation (1.3) with effective variance fueff(B) >0

given by the formula:
UfﬂBV=:< ik >_{HRM (1.6)
Be(R)? 7

and with trivial effective diffusivity aeff(B) = Iox9, where Ioxo is the 2 by 2 identity matriz.

The choice of flat initial data is for simplicity and our results can be generalized to more general
initial conditions by using similar arguments.
The (first-order) asymptotics of ¢ t(ezz, as € — 0, are:

t

(6 _ _
Ct/62 - (Cl + 0(1))62 IOg 1

+o(1),
where C is an explicit constant and o(1) indicates a function of e that goes to 0 as € — 0 (see
Appendix C).

1.1 Comments and related results

Equation (1.1) is a regularization of the multiplicative stochastic heat equation (mSHE), formally
written as

Ouu(t, ) = g Ault,2) + Fult, 2)E(t, ),

where 2 € R?, and £(t, 2) is the space-time white noise i.e. a mean zero Gaussian distribution with
covariance

E[¢(s,y)¢(t, z)] = 6(s —t)d(x —y),

where § is the Dirac delta function. Again, 5 > 0 is the coupling constant. This equation has
a long history and is related to the KPZ equation (via the Cole-Hopf transform) and to directed
polymers (via the Feynman-Kac formula). In dimension 1 we can give a direct meaning to this
equation, by using the notions of the Ito-Walsh integral and the mild solution (see for example
[ ]). However, the noise £ becomes increasingly irregular as the dimension increases and this
theory does not work when d > 2. In particular, the product wu(t, z)&(¢,2) does not make sense in
d>2.



The mSHE is a singular SPDE; a term usually reserved for SPDEs that do not make direct sense,
usually due to some non-linearity in the equation, and we have to interpret them in a specific way.
This class contains many interesting equations from mathematical physics like the KPZ equation,
the ®*—model, the Allen-Cahn equation, and the stochastic Navier-Stokes equations. Making direct
sense of these equations is a challenging mathematical problem.

Some progress in studying these types of equations has been made in recent years most famously

with the theories of regularity structures [ 1Ll ], paracontrolled distributions [ ] and
renormalization group | ; |. These theories focus on sub-critical singular SPDEs, which,
loosely speaking, are those SPDEs that in small scales the cause of the problem (e.g. the non-
linearity) is formally small, and the equation should behave as a nicer SPDE (see | | for this

semi-formal definition). The property of being sub-critical usually depends on the dimension of the
underlying space and the specific form of the equation. For example, mSHE is sub-critical in d = 1,
critical for d = 2, and supercritical for d > 3. Indeed if we take u*(t,z) = w(\’t, \z), where u
formally solves the mSHE, by the scaling properties of the space-time white noise u’\(t, x) is equal
in distribution to the solution of

Oult,z) = %Au(t, )+ N5 Bult, 2)E(t z).

which demonstrates exactly this principle as A — 0.

For d > 2 the usual way to make sense of this equation is by regularizing the noise and studying
the corresponding solution as we remove the regularization. For example, we can mollify the noise
in space by an approximation of the identity. We define

ge(ty l‘) = ¢e * g(ty l‘)

where + denotes convolution in space, ¢ € C°(R?) and 9.(z) = ¢ %)(z/e). We then consider
the corresponding solution u¢ with initial data equal' to 1. This solution now exists (again see
[ ]) for every € > 0. The interest now is the various limits of this random variable as ¢ — 0.

In general, as € — 0, we also need to tune the coupling constant to get nontrivial limits. More
specifically we need to take . = B €@=2)/2 With this choice u (t,x) is equal in distribution to
u(%, %) where u solves (1.1) with g = 3 and V white in time (i.e. ¢ = d).

In d = 1 the solution u¢ converges in L? to the mSHE without mollification, which is well
defined. In higher dimensions the situation is different. For d > 3 it has been shown that there
is a phase transition in B (see for example where, for ﬁ under a specific threshold ﬁc (called the
weak disorder regime) the solution u(¢,z) has a nontrivial positive limit in distribution for every
(t,z). For B > ﬂc the solution converges to zero. There is even a smaller regime ﬂ < BLz
called the L? regime, where the solution u(¢,z) has a finite second moment as € — 0. In d = 2
we need to introduce a further modification to the equation by tuning the coupling constant as
Be = B/+/loge1. In that case, a similar phase transition has been identified (see | ) where
the solution u¢(t,z), for fixed (¢, x), converges in distribution to a nontrivial limit? for B below a
critical value (called the subcritical regime) and to zero otherwise. It should be noted that these
critical values (3. depend on the mollifier that we used. For example, in d = 2, 8, = V27 /1)1

The solution u¢ can be studied as a random distribution, in particular after we test it against
a test function. In this case, the works [ ] for d = 2 and | ], [ I, | | for
d > 3, showed that we have a limit theorem and Gaussian fluctuations in the subcritical /L? regime

Y This is just for simplicity.
2In particular to a log-normal random variable.



respectively. Regarding the fluctuations, it was proved that we fall into the Edwards-Wilkinson
universality class. This means that

5

E - (ug(t’ l‘) - E[’LLE(t, x)])g(l‘)dl‘

converges in distribution to
U(t,x)g(z)de,
RQ
where U(t, ) solves equation (1.3). In both cases, d = 2 or d > 3, the effective diffusivity is trivial,
acff = Iax2. For d > 3 we point out that the Edwards-Wilkinson limit has been proved in the full
L? regime in | I | while in | ] it was proved for 3 small enough.

The regularization we study here is via mollification of the noise in both space and time. We
focus on studying the large-scale behavior of the solution with the noise regularized at a fixed scale.
The added difficulty to this approach is that, since we do not use the Ito-Walsh integral, we destroy
the martingale structure of the solution and create time correlations that add up exponentially. This
is the reason for the exponential correction term appearing in the limit law in Theorem 1.1 (which

appears d > 3 as well). This term appears because the mean of (¢, z) blows up exponentially as
_©
€ — 0 and the term e /2 is introduced exactly so that the mean remains bounded as € — 0.

This regularization has been studied in other dimensions as well. In | | the authors study
the mSHE with space-time mollification has been done in d = 1, and show that the corresponding
solution converges to the solution of the mSHE without mollification in every LP space. There is
also the more general result of | | where the authors show that solutions of a general class of
SPDEs with space-time mollification converge to the corresponding SPDEs without mollification
after renormalization.

In d > 3 the authors of | | were able to prove the Edwards-Wilkinson limit as described
above. The interesting aspect of this result is that they get an added effective diffusivity term
i.e. acfr # lixqa- Moreover, in [ | the authors were able to study the pointwise statistics
of the solution and express the effective diffusivity and effective variance in terms of objects from
stochastic homogenization theory. We should note that the result of | | was proved for B
being sufficiently small.

In d = 2 there are no results, to our knowledge, that treat the mSHE with space-time mollifi-
cation either at the level of the pointwise statistics or at the level of local fluctuations (i.e. after
we test against a test function). In analogy with the case where we use only mollification in space,
we scale the coupling constant as 8 = B /v/loge=1. Again, we expect that there is a subcritical
regime. This is suggested by Theorem 1.1 since for all § < ,(R) we have a nontrivial Central
Limit Theorem (CLT) and the effective variance that we get blows up at § = f.(R). Given this
observation, we can prove Theorem 1.1 in the optimal range of B

We should also note that unlike in d > 3, we get a "trivial” effective diffusivity for the Edwards-
Wilkinson limit. The reason for this becomes apparent from the proof. Loosely speaking, the
effective diffusivity in | ] is the second moment of the total path increment of a path with
law absolutely continuous with respect to the Wiener measure. More specifically, its law is an
exponentially tilted measure with the Wiener measure as the reference measure. These paths
appear due to the Feynman-Kac formula and the exponential tilting is due to time mollification
(see below for more details). It so happens that the exponential tilting depends on the coupling
constant B, = B /\/loge=1. As € — 0 the tilting disappears making the total path increment look
like the total path increment of a Brownian motion, which gives us the trivial effective diffusivity.



Finally, we should compare Theorem 1.1 with its analog in d = 2 when we use space molli-
fication. In the latter case, let uy solve the mSHE with only space mollification, using 1) as the

mollifier, with coupling constant 8. = 3/\/loge'. From | |, the effective variance of the
Edwards-Wilkinson limit is:

5 Bl
Vers (8) =<1 - Tl 1113
If we additionally mollify time using ¢, as in (1.2), then Theorem 1.1 gives an effective variance:

BBl T
2

02 (3) = (1 SPHIEE

This shows that, when ¢ is a probability density
(¢)

Vloge~! /R2 PRE (ue(t,z) — Eluc(t, z)])g(x)dz

converges to the same limit as

Viog e [ (uplt/e0/€) ~ Biug ¢/, a/0)g(a)da.

Observe that this does not happen in d > 3. Indeed, in d > 3 when V is white in time the
Edwards-Wilkinson limit has effective diffusivity a.ys = Igxq, while when V' is correlated in time,

deff 7 laxa-

1.2 Future Directions

The mSHE is related to the KPZ equation via the Cole-Hopf transform. If u(t, x) solves (1.4) then
h(t,z) :=logu(t,x)

solves the equation

~

1 2 B
Oh(t, ) 2Ah(t,x) + |VA(t, z)|* + \/long(t,x), h(0,z) = 0.
In | ] it is proved that when V is white in time the random variable h(t/€?, x/e) converges
in distribution to a Gaussian random variable for all ﬁ in the subcritical regime. Moreover, the
fluctuations converge to the Edwards-Wilkinson limit. This is also proved in | ] for small
enough B It is interesting to try to combine our methods with the methods of | ] and of
[ ] to prove that when V is as in (1.2), h(t/€?, z/€) is asymptotically Gaussian, with fluctuations

in the Edwards-Wilkinson class.

Finally, we mention that in d = 2 with V white in time and at the critical point, the mSHE
has an interesting and nontrivial behavior. Loosely speaking, when B = ﬁc and for g € C.(R?) the
random variable

/ ue(t, x)g(x)dx (1.7)
R2

converges in distribution as e — 0 | ]. The limiting object is called the critical 2d Stochastic
Heat Flow. The moments of the critical 2d Stochastic Heat Flow admit explicit expressions | ]
and it is known that it is not a Gaussian multiplicative chaos | ]. Theorem 1.1 indicates
that a critical point ﬁc exists when V is correlated in time. Therefore, it is interesting to consider
(1.4) with V as in (1.2) at the critical point and establish convergence in distribution for (1.7). If
this is possible it is also interesting to compare this limiting object with the critical Stochastic Heat
Flow obtained when V is white in time.



1.3 Idea of the proof and outline

We use methods and arguments inspired from | ] to prove Theorem 1.1. More specifically,
for any g € C.(R?), we need with two formulas from | | for the random variable:

/R2 (uc(t,z) — Eluc(t, z)])g(z)dz. (1.8)

These formulas are proved in | | for d > 3 and their proof carries exactly in the case d = 2.
We start with the Feynman-Kac representation of w(t,z). Since V(¢,z) is a (random) smooth

function we have . ,
=g )
u(t,z) =Ep|exp| —— V(t—s,x+ Bs)ds ||, 1.9
(t0) = B e (L= [0 ) (1.9

where Ep is the expectation with respect to Brownian motion starting at 0, independent from the
noise. Because of the time correlations induced by the time mollification, the usual martingale
structure of the solution is destroyed. In practice, this is what induces the exponential tilting of
the Wiener measure. More precisely, on the space:

Qr = {w € C([0,T]) | w(0) =0}
equipped with the usual Borel o—algebra, we define the following probability measure:

32

/ Ris — u, B(s) — B(u))dsdu — <§f>> Wi (dB), (1.10)
o172

where Wr(dB) is the usual Wiener measure on Q7 and Cj(f ) is the normalization constant:

©._ i
G = log/QT exp<m /[OI]2 R(s — u, B(s) —B(u))dsdu> W (dB). (1.11)

We denote by IAERT the corresponding expectation. This exponential tilting already appears at the
level of the moments of u(t, ), as the next calculation shows:

Proposition 1.1. If R is the correlation function of V then, for every n € N, we have:

(e) ~
e Bu(t,2)] = B o {exp(

DN Rls . B(9) - B/(u)dsdu )|

lo
g€ 1<2<]<n

where IAEBlw"Bn;t denotes the expectation under n independent paths sampled from the exponentially

AE)

tilted measure IP)E .

Proof. For simplicity, we prove this for n = 2. The general formula is proved similarly. By plugging
into (1.9) the definition of V, (1.2), we get:

u(t,x):EB[exp<M// R2¢t—s—sl)w($+B(8)—:El)d&(sl,:nl))].

Now we define: .
D, , p(s1,21) = / ot — s — s1)(x + B(s) — x1)ds, (1.12)
0

7



M, 2 p(0) == / O, » B(s1,21)dE(s1, 21). (1.13)
R1+2

For every Brownian path B, M;, p(co) is a mean Gaussian random variable with second moment
equal to

/ @y (51, 71)%dsydry = R(s — u, B(s) — B(u))dsdu. (1.14)
R1+2 (0,42

With this notation, we can write

u(t,z) =Ep [GXP<\/%ML$,B(OO)>] -

From (1.11) and (1.14)
Blu(t,2)] = exp(()

For the second moment, we have

Blu(t, o] = Ep Epo B exo (%(Mt,x,gl (56) + My (o)) ||

which is equal to

52

EBlEBQ [exp(m

(BIM, 5 1 (00)] + E[My0 g2(00)] + 2B[M, <oo>Mt,x,Bz<oo>]>>] L (L15)

where (M, , g1, My ,, g2)(00) is the limit as 7 — oo of the quadratic covariation (M, , g1, My , g2)(r)
of the martingales M, , g1 and M, , 2. A straightforward calculation shows that

E[M,; , g1(00)M, , p2(00)] = R(s — u, Bl(s) — B2(u))dsdu.
[0,¢]2
Plugging this in (1.15) we get

2

_2Ct E[ (t,x) ]:EBLB?;t [exp<10g7

O
C( €)
The above calculation indicates that e “t/<* is the correct exponential correction needed to keep
E[uc(t, )] bounded. Indeed, for all € > 0,

_ (e
¢ e Eu(t,z)] = 1. (1.16)

The proof of Theorem 1.1 is split into two steps. The first step is to find the limiting variance of:

\/loge—l/ t/é (ue(t, ) — Bluc(t, z)])g(x)dx. (1.17)

_
Observe that the convergence of the variance of (1.17) proves that [p.e Ct/fQuE(t,:v)g(:v)d:v —

Jg2 9(z)dx in P-probability as e — 0.



The second step is using mixing arguments to prove the central limit theorem (1.5). These
arguments allow us to approximate (1.17) in L? by a sum of independent random variables. Then
we conclude by applying Lindenberg’s CLT.

As mentioned, we need two formulas from | ]. We define

M . B(r / / ;2 B(s1,21)dE(s1,21). (1.18)

Observe that (M, p(r))rer is a square-integrable continuous martingale with quadratic variation
equal to:

<Mth / / (I)th 81,331) dSlde'l (1.19)

The first formula we need is contained in the following proposition. The proof in d = 2 is the same
as in | | (see Lemma 2.1 from the same paper):
Proposition 1.2. We have that:

(et 2) — Buc(t,z)])e e —

t/e R /3 /32
oy Eg e | P, g(ry)exp| —=M{, g(r) — =——= (M, g)(r) | |d&(r,y),
T [ LB Bantr ) en( B p0) — ) 0))|deCr)

€ — € —
where @t’x’B = @t/egw/e’B and Mt%B = M,

2 3/e B with ®, , 5 and M, , p defined in (1.9) and
(1.12) respectively.

This formula is proved by combining the Clark-Ocone formula®

utia) ~Blutt.a) = [ [ BIDutt.a) Bl

with the Feynman-Kac formula and similar calculations as in the previous proof.
Proposition 1.2 gives us a stochastic integral representation for (1.17)

© t/e?
Vlog e~ 1/ Ct/f (ue(t, z) — Eluc(t, z)])g(x)dr = ﬁ/ / Zg (r,y)dE(r,y),

Zt Y * B,t/ﬁ 7[,[?7B /l 1 7SC7B 2] — t,l‘,B

We are going to use this formula in the mixing arguments mentioned above to prove Theorem 1.1.
The mixing arguments are implemented by modifying the martingale M, g so that the stochastic
integral above can be split into a sum of independent random variables and a 'negligible’ remainder.
Then, as mentioned, Lindenberg’s CLT and the information we will get from the limiting variance
will allow us to conclude.

This stochastic integral representation of (1.17) is also useful for the calculation of its limiting
variance, which is the more complicated step. This is the content of the final formula needed from
[ |. First, we need to introduce some notation. We define:

2

(w1, @2,y,51,52,7) i= | [ g(ews — eB((t —7)/€* = 5:) + v), (1.20)
i=1

3D, yu(t, z) is the Malliavin derivative of u(t,z) at (r,y), see | ]



Ryltr, tz) = /Ooo 6(5 — 11)6(s — t)ds, (1.21)

52

loge!

My Mo L
JE(M17 M2) = / / R¢(u1,u2)w *w(wl - f];2 + AB(t—r)/s2—517(t—r)/62+u1
1 Ja

_AB(2t—7“)/52—32,(1‘,—7‘)/e2+u2)duldu2’ (122)
where for a path B, we define AB; , = B(s) — B(u).

Proposition 1.3. For any t; <t — €2 we have the following formula:

t1/62 n X 9
Var</ / Zts(n y)dg(ray)>: / / / EB,t/ez [Ieejf(r/fz,r/52)] H¢(Sz)¢($z)d§di’dydr,
—00 R2 0 R6 [0’1]2 L

B (1.23)
with ds = dsidss, dT = dridzs.

The calculation is the same as in d > 3 and involves using Ito’s isometry for the stochastic
integral appearing above and a series of changes of variables. It is done in detail in | ]
(see Lemma 2.3 in the paper). Also, a similar formula is true for a general ¢; < t, with some
modifications. The modifications are the following:

e The domain of sy, so changes to [0, (t —r)/€%]?.
e The domain of uy,us that appear in the definition of .J. changes to [—(t — r)/€?,r/€?]%.

Since ¢ is supported in [0, 1], Rg(u1,u2) is zero if either u; is less than —1. This shows that these
changes create a difference only when ¢t — r < €2.

We are going to use this formula to find the limiting variance of (1.17). To do this, we analyze
the functional appearing inside the integral on the right-hand side of (1.23). In particular, we

define:
2

fe(ﬂ%Ml,Mz):// B ez [Tee” MM TT 6(s0) () dsdz. (1.24)
R J[0,1]2

i=1
We seek to find a limit for this object as well as good bounds in y so we can apply dominated

convergence and find the limit of the variance. This is done in the following proposition, which is
proved in Section 4:

Proposition 1.4. Let 0 < Mj(¢), Ma(e) < r be such that log M;(¢)/loge™' — 0 and such that for
all e small enough either My(e) = Ma(e) or Mi(e) — Maz(e) > ¢ > 0 for some c. Then for any
r € (0,t),y € R%, B < B.(R) and k > 0 we have:

|\ Fe(r,y, Mi(e)/€*, Ma(e) /€*)] < C(1A [y ™), (1.25)
for some constant C, depending only on k. Furthermore, as € — 0 we have:

Fe(ryy, My (6)/627 MQ(G)/62) - Ugff(B)pt—r *g(y)27

where pi(y) = ﬁe_mz/%, is the two dimensional heat kernel, and szf(ﬁ) as in Theorem 1.1.

10



Remark 1.1. We put the condition
Ml(e) — MQ(E) >c>0,

for some c, only for convenience. In this case, the proof of Proposition 1./ boils down to the
case M (€) = Ma(e). Indeed, if My(€) — Ma(e) > ¢ > 0 then, for all € small enough, Mi(e)/e* >
My(€)/e2+1. Moreover, since ¢ is supported on [0,1], Ry(u1,u2) = 0 when |u;—uz| > 1. Therefore,
if Mi(e) — Ma(e) > ¢ >0, from (1.22):

Je(Mi(€)/€, Ma(€) /%)) = Je(Ma(e) /€ + 1, Ma(e) /%),
for all € sufficiently small. From (1.24), for all € sufficiently small
Felr,y, Mi(e)/e*, Ma(e) /) = Fe(r,y, M2 () /€ + 1, Ma(e) /€*).
Using this equality, we are going to argue in Section 4 that
| Fe(r,y, Mi(e) /€%, Ma(e)/€*) — Fe(r,y, Ma(e) /€%, Ma(e) /€*)] = 0,
as € — 0.

This proposition gives us the limit for the variance appearing in (1.23) for any t; < t — ¢2. We
will argue in Section 4 that this can be extended to the case t; = t, thus giving us the limiting
variance. This is done in Corollary 4.1. Observe that the limiting variance is then equal to

t
zvsz(ﬂ)/ / Pi—r * g(y)*dydr,
0 JR2
which is equal to

Var </ Ll(t,:n)g(:n)d:n),
R2
with U(t,z) as in Theorem 1.1.

In Section 2 we prove Theorem 1.1 assuming Proposition 1.4 and Corollary 4.1. As
mentioned, we use the mixing arguments appearing in [ ]. However, their arguments can
give the CLT only in a restricted region of B This is because they eventually have to verify
Lindenberg’s principle and they do this by essentially estimating the fourth moment of (1.8). This
restricts the range of ﬁ since they have estimates only for the second moment. We avoid this
problem by using an argument from [ | which uses Gaussian hypercontractivity and the fact
that we are strictly inside the subcritical regime.

The rest of the paper is dedicated to the proof of Proposition 1.4. It is clear that to prove it
we have to deal with functionals of continuous paths which are distributed according to I@’gf) This
is the bulk of this paper. We deal with this in a similar way as in [ | by introducing a Markov
chain on the space of continuous paths over [0,1] and express the measure ]@’gf) as a transition
probability of this Markov chain. The way we can guess this Markov chain is pretty simple: We

could try to build a path distributed according to I@’gf) by gluing together T'—many smaller paths

over [0,1] distributed according to ]@’gg). However, these paths will interact under I@’(e), which will
lead us to an explicit probability kernel that captures this interaction. This can be used to define
the Markov chain, thus giving us an explicit way to construct a path distributed according to ]P’gf)

(for more details see the next section).
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In Sections 3.1 and 3.2 we study the properties of this Markov chain. This Markov chain sat-
isfies a Doeblin condition: the transition probability measure is bounded below by a small multiple
of the Wiener measure. From standard arguments, via a coupling with a sequence of Bernoulli ran-
dom variables, we have a positive probability of sampling independently from the Wiener measure
at each step of the Markov chain. This coupling gives the Markov chain a regeneration structure,
and more specifically the path built from the Markov chain is a regenerative process | ]. This
leads to a random walk encoding the total path increment of the path built from the Markov chain
at a regeneration time, which plays an important role in our arguments. Moreover, the fact that
we tuned the coupling constant as:

B
VIoge 1’

leads to some simplifications when compared to the case of d > 3, for example, a stronger mixing
property for the Markov chain as € — 0 (see Lemma 3.1).

The second moment calculations necessary to prove Proposition 1.4 is our main departure
from the techniques in [ ]. The added difficulty in our case is perhaps best seen at the level
of the moments of u¢(t, ). From Proposition 1.1 we have:

BE:

_2<(€) 2
(&

Ve Bluc(t, z)?] = IAEB1’BQ¢/62 [exp( / R(s —u, Bl(s) — B2(u))dsdu>] .
[0,t/€2]2

loge—1

The formula holds true when d > 3, only with 32 /log e~! replaced by an e—independent constant.

—92 (e)
To find the limit of ¢ %/ 2E[uc(t,z)?] as € — 0, we need to consider the limiting distribution of:

/[0 e R(s — u,w'(s) — w?(u))dsdu, (1.26)

where w!, w? are two independent paths built from the Markov chain introduced in Section 3.1.

In d > 3 this is relatively easy to do, since (1.26) converges, as ¢ — 0, to a random variable with
exponential moments. This is proved in | ] (Corollary 4.4 in the same paper). This result is
somewhat expected since (ew; /52) s<t converges to a Brownian motion with an effective diffusivity
(see Proposition 4.1 in | | for the precise statement).

In d = 2 we expect (ew; /62) s<t to behave similarly and to converge to a Brownian motion. Since
in d = 2 the Brownian motion is recurrent (1.26) diverges almost surely as e — 0. This is the
reason for the logarithmic dependence of the coupling constant 5. Indeed, in Section 3.4, we will

prove that:
1

loge~! —uw(s) — o’ 1.2
log e 1L /[O,t/EZ]ZR(S u,w (s) —w*(u))dsdu (1.27)

converges in distribution to a multiple of an exponential random variable of rate 1.

If R does not depend on time, and w',w? are independent Brownian motions, then this result
is the Kallianpur-Robbins law for the Brownian motion | |. Therefore, we can think of the
result of Section 3.4 as a 'non-directed’ version of the Kallianpur-Robbins law for the regenerative
process (w!,w?). Naturally, to prove this, we use the regenerative structure of the process. This
means that the process can be split into paths of random length called cycles, such that the cycles
are independent and identically distributed. We exploit this structure to analyze the additive
functional (1.27), by splitting the functional as a sum over the cycles and then averaging over
the law of the cycles. This will give us an additive functional of the total path increments. As
mentioned, the total path increment is a random walk in R?. Then, to properly analyze this additive

12



functional of the total path increments, we will prove a 'non-directed’ version of a result in | ]
(the discrete version of the Kallianpur-Robbins law) (see Lemma B.1).

In Section 4, we prove Proposition 1.4 by exploiting the mixing property of the Markov chain
and the information we got in Section 3.4 for the limiting distribution of (1.27). The arguments
we use here allow us to prove Proposition 1.4 in the full subcritical regime:

B < Be(R).

As mentioned, this regime is optimal since the effective variance is infinite for 5 > BC(R). We can
get an explicit form for the effective variance and the corresponding critical value because we know
the limiting distribution of the additive functionals appearing in our calculations.

Finally, there are three appendices presenting respectively, some lemmas concerning the to-
tal path increments, the 'non-directed’ version of the ’discrete’ Kallianpur-Robbins law that was
mentioned before, and a result giving us the (first order) asymptotics of ¢ 1522

1.4 Notation

e For y a probability measure on a measurable space we write X ~ pu when any random variable,
defined over any probability space, has law equal to . We write E,, for the expectation with
respect to p. Abusing notation, we will write Ex for the expectation with respect to the law
of X again defined over any probability space. Finally, 11 X ps denotes the product measure
of p; and po.

e Geo(v) denotes the geometric distribution with parameter v and Wy the Wiener measure on
C([0,77).

e For t € R we write [t] € Z for the integer part of t.

e We use the notation z < y to mean x < C - y for some constant C', irrelevant to the current
argument. We also use the big-O notation to mean the same thing: z = O(y) means = < y.
Similarly, we say that z. = o(y.) as € — 0 if z¢/ye — 0 as € — 0. Finally, we write . ~ y, to
indicate that x./ye — 1 as ¢ — 0 and we say that z. is asymptotic to ye.

e We use bold symbols to emphasize that the symbol is a vector. For two vectors y,x € R? we
denote by y* the transpose of y and by x - y = x*y their inner product. Finally, we denote
by |x| the standard Euclidean norm of x.

2 Proof of Theorem 1.1

In this section we prove Theorem 1.1 assuming Proposition 1.4 and Corollary 4.1. From the
latter, we get that the variance of

(e)

Vloge~! /R2 PRE (ue(t,z) — Eluc(t, z)])g(x)dz

converges to a real number as € — 0. This observation, when combined with (1.16) and the Markov
inequality, proves that

_ (&)
/ e WPuc(t,o)g(x)de — | g(x)de,
R2 R2

in P-probability, as € — 0.
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To prove the central limit theorem in Theorem 1.1 recall that from Proposition 1.2, we

have:
. rt/€
Vige ™ [t~ Blucteogt)te = 3 [ [ Ziradelr)

where:

R A 22
i) = [ o0 [t ) o0 (ST M) - ot )0 | 1)

We will split [—1,%/€%] into 'short’ and ’long’ intervals and then modify the martingale M, 5(r)
over the long intervals. This will be done so that the contributions from the short intervals are
negligible and the contributions over the long intervals are independent. Then, Proposition 1.4
and Lindenberg’s criterion, will give the full central limit theorem.

More specifically, for 0 < a < A < 2, we split [—1,¢/€?] into successive intervals of length e~
(the short intervals) and of length ¢~ (the long intervals):

a

[—1,¢/e2) = [-1,e U (€%, e + e N U... U (t, /],

where t/e2 — t. = O(¢™*). For technical reasons we have to choose a and A to depend on e¢. We

choose
a=2—logloge 1/loge ! and A =2 —logloge 1 /2log e L.

We denote by (I, ;) the collection of all short intervals (where we also include the interval containing
t/€? to this collection) and by (I, ;) the collection of all long intervals. The modification of M, 5
is defined as

W)= [ [ ([ ot - oware s B - i s, @2

—a

where r. =t/ —r +1/2¢% and r € I, ;, for some j (note that in this case, r > €=, and therefore

re < t/€?). Moreover, we define

(VI ) / /R</ 8t/ — 51— syb(z /e + Bls1) — )) s, dyds.

Also for r € I, ; define Z{(r,y) by (2.1), with Mf’x’B replacing M, p. Finally, define:

- | |, Zitr st (2.3)

From | ], the random variables X;(3) are independent. Indeed, the integrand in (2.2) vanishes
when s < r—e7%, and € is small enough. That is because t/e2 —s1—s82 1/2¢* > 1 whens <r—e ¢
and € small enough and so ¢(t/e? — s; — s) = 0. Therefore, M, p(r) depends on the underlying

noise £(s,y) only for s € (r — e~%,r]. This proves that (Xj(B))j are independent.
Moreover, the following are true:

e If I is the union of all long intervals then

/ / E[|Z(r,y) — Z(r,y) Pldydr — 0, (2.4)
I, JR2
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as € — 0. Indeed, from [ | (proof of Lemma 3.1) we have

t
//E[|Zf|2](r,y)dydr:// l{r/ezeh}}}(r,y,r/e2,r/62)dydr, (2.5)
I, JR2 0 JRr2

~ t
//E[|Zf|2](r,y)dydr:// l{T/ezeh}}"ﬁ(r,y,1/26“,1/26“)dydr, (2.6)
I, JR2 0 JRr2

t
//E[Zf(r,y)Zf(r,y)]dydr:// 1{T/6261A}]-"€(7",y,7‘/62,1/26“)dyd7‘. (2.7)
I, JR2 0 JRr2

Recalling that @ = 2 —logloge~!/loge !, so that €@ = ¢ 2/log e~ !, and using Proposition
1.4, we can verify that (2.5), (2.6) and (2.7) have the same limit. This proves (2.4).

e Similarly, if I, is the union of all short intervals

//E[\Zf(r,y)\z]dydr—)O, (2.8)
I, JR?

as € — 0. Indeed, from [ | (proof of Lemma 3.2)

t
/ / B2 (r, ) ) dydr = / / L jrer ol )€ r ) dydr.
I, JR? 0 R2

Note that here F. has the modifications described after Proposition 1.3. Nevertheless,
Proposition 1.4 still holds (as it is argued in Corollary 4.1 for example). By the bound
provided by Proposition 1.4 and |{r € [0,#] : r/e? € I,}| — 0 as ¢ — 0 we see that (2.8)
holds.

e Now we will prove that for all 3 < BC(R)
By X5(B) = R2u(t,x)g(x)dx. (2.9)
J

where = means convergence in distribution. Again from [ | (proof of Lemma 3.3), we
have

t
52 ZV&I’[X;(&)] = 52 Z/O /]R2 1{7‘/6261/\’j}f6(r7 Y, 1/26a7 1/2€a)dydr'
J J

From Proposition 1.4 this converges to ﬁzvgff(ﬁ) fot fRZ pi—r * g(y)2dydr, which is equal to
the variance of fR2 U(t,z)g(x)dx. Now, since X; are independent, to prove the full central
limit theorem we need to check Lindeberg’s condition

ZEHXJ'G(B)‘21{‘XJ¢(B)|>5}] — 0, (2.10)
J

for any 8 > 0 as € — 0. Choose p > 1 such that (2p —1)3 < B.(R). From the Holder and the
Chebyshev inequality:

ZEHX;(,é) {‘Xe(ﬁ \>6} 5 ZE ‘XE ’2p l/p( E| ]{‘-(/@)’2])1—1/])'
J
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Recall that A = 2 —loglog e /2log e~!. From the bound in Proposition 1.4, E[Xjﬁ(ﬁ)]z] <
272 < 1/loge™! for all j. Moreover:

ZE |5 (B)PPP) P = Z 125 (B)13p S D 15 ((2p = DB S
J
as € = 0, where we used Lemma 2.1 below and the fact that the sum in the right-most side

of the above inequality converges as ¢ — 0 when (2p — 1)3 < BC(R). These two observations
prove (2.10), which proves (2.9).

These three items prove the full central limit theorem appearing in Theorem 1.1. The only
thing left to prove is the following:

Lemma 2.1. For p > 2 such that (p —1)3 < B(R) we have:

125 (D)l S 115 (0 = DBz

Proof. As we will see, this is just an instance of hypercontractivity for Wiener chaos. Recall the

definition of Xj(ﬁ):
= [ [z,
In,; JR?

where

Ze _ " € /é “re /32 re
Zi(r,y) = /}R2 9(x)Ep |:q)t,x,B(r7 y) exp (\/ﬁMt,x,B(r) - W(Mt,x,3>(r) dzx.

Observe that the random variable M B> for a fixed realization of the path B, is an integral of a
function that is _deterministic with respect to the noise. Hence, it is a mean zero Gaussian random
variable, and (My, p) is its second moment. Therefore, the exponential in the above equation is a
Wick exponential [ ]:

~€ > € /3 re
Zi(ry) = /}R2 9(x)Epy |:(I)t7:c7B(r7 y) : eXp(\/ﬁMt,x,B(T)> 3] dz,

where : exp X : is the Wick exponential of the random variable X. We use this to find a chaos
expansion for X5(5). We have that:

Zi(r,y) =
k k
/]RZ ( )EBt|:<I>th Y <1+Z IOgG kkl/ /AkXR%[-l;[ Tzayz :|]11d§ T, Yi >:|
where Ay = {—00 <71 < ... <7 <7} and ®(s,y) = Jpe Jo“ O(t/€ — 51— s)p(z/e + By, — y)dsy

with r. defined after (2.2). Plugglng that in the expression for X5 (B) yields

W0+Z _1 kk;lwli’
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where

k+1

WE:/"'/ |:/ [ i) 7‘, T s :|d33:| dT‘,

k (x| Jge 1;[ i» Vi) t;[jB( k+15 Yk+1 ]1_{ §(ris vi),
with A§c+1 ={—00 <1 <..<rpy1 <00, 41 € Iy ;). Clearly Wy lies in the k + 1 homogeneous
Wiener chaos (again see | |) for all k& € Ny. By hypercontractivity for Wiener chaos | ]
we get that:

- (P —1)B)

A 2 A
15 Yo~ DIVINIE) =125 (- D

=0

3 The Markov Chain on ()

3.1 The construction

As mentioned, to prove Proposition 1.4 we have to be able to control expressions of the form:

Epelf(B)],

as € — 0. This is done by introducing a Markov chain on ;. We follow the steps of | ] to
construct this Markov chain and detail its properties.

The goal is to express the measure I@’g,f) as a transition probability of a well-chosen Markov
chain. To achieve this, we make the following crucial observation:

€)

Let B be distributed according to the measure ]f”gp and recall the definition of this measure:

2

B (dB) — exp< /[0 - R(s — u, B(s) — B(u))dsdu — g§f>> Wr(dB).

2log e

Since R(s,-) = 0 for |s| > 1, two points B(s), B(u) interact only when |s — u| < 1. This suggests
that we can split the path B into segments of length 1 and only neighboring segments will interact
with each other. Now, heuristically, this interaction term can be seen as a transition probability.
Therefore, if we choose the first segment according to an appropriate distribution, we can build a
Markov chain using this transition probability. So we will get a sequence of paths in 1. Then, by
gluing all of these paths together, we will get a path on Q¢ which will be distributed according to
Lo,

Strictly speaking, the distribution of this path will not be exactly I@’gf) since we must account
for some edge effects: The endpoint T may not be a natural number and for some technical reasons
we may need to choose the first segment to be of length 7 < 1. In practice, in all expectations
that we will encounter, there will be an extra term accounting for the edge effects. This term can
be ignored since in d > 3 it asymptotically decouples from all relevant random variables we are
considering (see Lemma A.1 in | ]) and in d = 2, as € — 0, it goes to 1 uniformly.

Let us be more specific. We consider any probability space (X, F,P) that is rich enough to
carry the random variables that we are going to encounter and we write [E for the corresponding
expectation. As mentioned above we seek to build a continuous path over [0,7] starting from 0
by gluing together paths from ;. The initial segment will be defined over [0, 7] where 7 € (0, 1].
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Then the final segment will be defined over [0,7 — 7 — N] where N = [T'— 7]. Every other segment
will be defined over [0, 1].

To formalize this 'gluing’ of the paths we set for k=1,.... N, 1 =7 + 1 with 7o =0, 77 =7
and Ty4o2 = T. Now choose paths xg € Q,, . € Qp for k=1,...,N and zny4+1 € Qr_r—n. We
can patch these paths together over the intervals (7%, 7x+1) and make a path in 7 in the following
way:

xo(s) if s € [0, 7],
B(s)=< B(tr+k—1)+ap(s—7—k+1) ifse[r+k—1,7+kl,k=1,..,N, (3.1)
B(tr+ N)+zp(s—7—N) if s € [r+ N,T].
It is easily checked that B € Qp. Again following | | we will write

B = [‘T07 ...,.Z'N+1]

for a path in Qp built from (2)k=0, . N+1-
With this terminology, we explain how to decompose the measure Pr. We write

/ R(s — u,B(s) — B(u))dsdu = / / R(s — u, B(s) — B(u))dsdu.
[07T}2 k,m=1 T Tk:Jrl] [7'm77'm+1]

Since R(s,-) =0 when |s| > 1 the integral inside the sum is nonzero only when |k —m| < 1 and so

/ R(s —u, B(s) — B(u))dsdu =
[0,7]?

N+1 N
Z / / R(s—u, B(S)—B(u))dsdu—l—ZZ/ / R(s—u, B(s)—B(u))dsdu.
[ThsTht+1] /[T Th41] k=0 [T Th+1] Y [Tht1:Tk42]
For B = [z, ...,xn+1] we have
B(Tk + 8) = B(Tk) + l‘k(S), s € [07 1]7 (32)

and
B(T]H_l + S) = B(Tk) + a:k(l) + $k+1(8), s € [O, 1]. (33)

Therefore, from (3.2) and the change of variables (s,u) — (7% + s, 7% + u)

/ / R(s —u, B(s) — B(u))dsdu = R(s — u,xp(s) — xp(u))dsdu,
Tvak?Jrl] 7Tk+1] [071}2
for k =1,..., N. From (3.3) and the change of variables (s,u) — (Tg1+1 + S, 7% + u) we also get

/ R(s —u, B(s) — B(u))dsdu = / R(s —u,xp41(8) + (1) — x(u))dsdu,
[Tk+177_k+2] [071}2

for k=1,..., N. Similar identities hold when £ = 0 and when k = N + 1.
For 8. = /+/loge~! the above identities lead us to the following definitions:

DY (x,y) =82 | R(s—uy(s) — a(w)dsdu, v,y € s,

[0,7]2
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D (z,y) = B2 / R(s — u,y(s) — o(u))dsdu, .y € i, (3.4)
[0,1]2

and

I(g,?($7y) = 552/[0 | /0 1 R(S - u,y(s) + 33‘(1) - $(U))d8du, T € QT? Yy e le
I](\?Nﬂ(a:,y) = ﬂf/ / R(s —u,y(s) + (1) — z(u))dsdu, x € Q, y € Qr_r_n, (3.5)
[0,1] J[0,T—7—N]

1) (z,y) = g2 /[0 . R(s —u,y(s) + z(1) — z(u))dsdu, x,y € Q. (3.6)

The terms DSG), D) capture the self-interactions of each segment and the terms Io(i, 1 (E),I](\?N 41
capture the interactions between neighboring segments. By our previous observations and by
writing B = [zg, ..., zy+1] we have that

B?/ R(s — u, B(s) — B(u))dsdu =
(0,712

N+1 N-1

D(e)(:no,:lto ) + Z D' xk,:ztk) +2< E (zo, 1) + Z I (Tk, Tha +I](\§?N+1(xN,xN+1)>.
k=1 =1

It is easily checked that by writing B = [z, ..., a;N+1] where xg,...,xn4+1 are distributed like

standard Brownian motions, then B is distributed like a Brownian motion in Q7. By plugging

the above formula to the definition of ]@’gf)(dB) and using this observation the measure I@’gf)(dB) is

proportional to

(e)
P(e)(dxo 1§ (x0,21) I( RICTETAEY) (de)efT — N($N7$N+1)]P>§1)_T_N(dx]v+l)‘

||’,:]2

We want to interpret this as a transition probability of a Markov chain. For this reason we use the
he Doob-Krein-Rutman theorem | ] which implies that we can find p(® > 0 and ¥(€) on
solving the following eigenvalue problem:

/ eI ED GO ()P (dy) = p W (x), (3.7)
951

so that p(© is the largest possible eigenvalue, U(¢) is bounded above and below by positive constants,
(e)

is normalized to have total mass 1 with respect to ED1
with p(®). More specifically, we have the bound

and is the unique eigenvector associated

eIl < p©) < (ll1lloe,

which we get by integrating the above eigenvalue equation over y. This implies that

6—2\\1(6)“00 < \IJ(E)($) < 62HI(€)HC’°‘

Now we can define the transition probabilities

7z, dy) =

1O (@,y) g (©) ()P (g

POV (2
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7%](\67?N+1($7dy) = f(E) (_;13)_ ) (39)
N.N+1
1§ @y plo)
(e e 0,1 P (d
ﬂ-((),i(xady) = © ( y)7 (310)
f0,1 )

where fiy. (), f5]

proportional to

(x) are the normalization constants. With this notation the measure I@’gf) is

f](\;,)N—I—l(xN)

fé )(IEO)P(e)(d:EO 7T0 1 :E(],d331 VO (zy)

(g, dap1) 7 oy (2, )

||::]2

The Markov chain we are looking for is built from the probability kernels that appear above. In
particular, we sample:

e Xy € O, according to the distribution (Zﬁe))_lfégl) (Xo)]@’(f) (dXp), where zl fQ f0 ] (dm)

)

° (Xl, ...,XN) according to ﬁ'(()i(Xo,Xm) (Hk - T (Xk, ka'i‘l))ﬁ-E\E/?N—l—l(XN? dXN+1).

and once we sample our points we can build a path B = [Xy, ..., Xny+1] on Q7 by gluing these paths
together according to (3.1). Then for any measurable function F : Qp — R,

(&) fl(\;,)N-i-l(XN)}

EB,T[F(B)] = E[F([X()? ”'7XN+1])CT,T \IJ(E)(XN)

(¢)

where ¢ 7 is the appropriate normalization constant, determined by the equation

1 fl(\i)N-l-l(XN)]

er E[ VO (Xy) (10

The term
(e fN N+1(XN)
'r T \I/(e) (XN)
is the term accounting for the edge effects born from splitting the interval [0, 7] into an interval of
length 7 and then intervals of length 1. As we will see, this term does not play a major role in our
calculations.
We will mainly have to deal with expressions of the form

Epr[F(B', BY),

where B!, B2 are two independent paths sampled according to (1.10). By following the same
construction as above we can convert this expectation into the following expectation:

s P (XN £ (V)

E F([X07'--7XN+1]7D/Oa---yYN-l-l]) TT \If( )(XN) \IJ(E)(YN) )
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where [Xo, ..., Xy41] and [Y, ..., Yn41] are paths built from two independent trajectories (X;)i=1,.. n+1,
(Y3)i=1,.. N+1 respectively, sampled as described above. Let

2 f](\;,)N-i-l(x) f](\;,)N—i-l(y)

e(z,y) =c2 3.12
g (‘T y) c T \II(E) (x) \I/(E)(y) ( )
be the term accounting for the ’edge effects’. Then we have the identity:

Epr[F(BY, B?)] = E|F([X0, .., Xn41]s [Yo, oo, Y1) Ge (XN, Y |- (3.13)

3.2 The coupling in d = 2

In the remainder of the paper the Markov chain on §2; x €y with transition probability kernel
76 .— 26  2()

plays an important role. We dedicate the next few sections to its properties. First, we will introduce

a coupling of this Markov chain to a sequence of Bernoulli random variables based on Doeblin’s

inequality.
Recall the definition of the transition measure

o1 (@) g e) (y)]fvgf) (dy)
p(f) e (m) ’

7 (2, dy) =

and the definition of I@’gﬁ)

/32
210g 6_1 [0,1]2
Observe that, as ¢ — 0, the measure I@’ge) converges to W7 in total variation. That is because the
function R is compactly supported and we can use the dominated convergence theorem.
Moreover, recall the definition of I(9)(z,%) and of the associated eigenvalue problem defining
VIONOF

I@’ge)(dx) = eXp< R(s —u,z(s) — x(u))dsdu — §f€)> Wi (dx).

10(z,y) = 62 /[0 o R =20+ yts) — s,

| e u @B ) = 9 ),
951

where we also recall that le \I/(E)(y)]f”ge) (dy) = 1. We observe that as € — 0, I\)(x, y) — 0 uniformly
over x,¥, since R is bounded. This implies that p(ﬁ) — 1 since
eIl < Pl < el lloo
This in turn implies that ¥(¢)(z) — 1 uniformly in 2 since we have
e~ 2Tl < v9(z) < 2T leo
for all . These observations imply that:

I @ (y)
p(f)\II(f) (x)

uniformly over z,y. This proves the following proposition:

— 1,
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Proposition 3.1. The transition probability kernel 7 (z, dy) converges in total variation to Wy (dy)
uniformly over x. In other words, we have:

sup dry (7 (z, dy), Wi (dy)) — 0,

reEM

as € — 0, where dpy is the total variation distance between two probability measures. Furthermore
for any 0 <y < 1, there is an ey = €o(y) such that for all x € Q1 and A a Borel set in

79 (2, A) > 7 W1 (A), (3.14)
for all e < €.

Remark 3.1. Let 7. € (0,1), T = T(e) = o0, as € = 0 and N, = [T — 7]. Similar observations
as the ones above prove that G, defined in (3.12), converges to 1 uniformly as € — 0. Indeed, we

see that I](\;)NH — 0 uniformly as € — 0, where IJ(\?NH is defined in (3.5). By looking at (3.9) we

see that f](\i)NH — 1 uniformly as € — 0. This, along with our previous observations prove that
c(:%ﬂ — 1 as € = 0. These observations imply that G — 1, uniformly as e — 0.

Since #(® = #(9) x #() this proposition implies that for any ~ € (0,1), there is an ey small
enough such that for all Borel sets A C Q%, for all z € Q1 x Q7 and all € < ¢

79 (2, A) > v(Wy x W7)(A). (3.15)

We can choose 7 to be such that both (3.14) and (3.15) are true. From here on we will fix v and
€0 and we will always assume that € < €.

This last observation gives us a Doeblin condition for the Markov chain. Therefore, we can
introduce a coupling of the Markov chain with a sequence of i.i.d. Bernoulli random variables
(nj)jen. This coupling goes as follows:

We can write

7 (2, dy) = (W1 x W1)(dy) + (1 — fy)ﬁ'(ﬁ)(zvdy) — (Wi x Wh)(dy)

1 -y
So at each step j, if n; = 1 we draw our next step from the measure (W; x Wi)(dy), indepen-
dently from all the previous steps, and if not we draw (Xj;,Y;) from M_Yfm This gives us a

regenerative structure of the Markov chain since in every ’success’ we forget what happened in the
previous steps and we begin the chain anew. In particular, this structure decomposes a ’trajectory’
of the Markov chain into independent cycles.

Now let ((X;,Y;))j>1 C Q1 x Q1 be a trajectory of #(9 with an initial segment (Xo,Yp) ~
Wy x Wi. We consider the pair of paths (wx,,wy,) in C(]0,00))?, each constructed by gluing
(X;)j>0, (Yj)j>0 respectively, according to (3.1). We define the notion of the total path increment
between two regeneration times. First, define the associated regeneration times:

T(] = 0, T = lnf{j >Ti q: nj = 1} (316)

The times between two regenerations, T11 — T, kK = 0,1, ... are i.i.d. and distributed as geometric
random variables with parameter . The corresponding total path increment for wx, and wy,
between two regenerations is defined by the equations:

Tjp1-1 Tj1-1
X= 3 x(1) and Y = Y vi(1). (3.17)
kJZTj k?:Tj
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(-E)))jzo are i.i.d.. Also, from (3.1)

By construction, the random variables ((Xg-e),Y]

wxo(Tj) = S X, wy (1)) = S Y, (3.18)
k=0 k=0
and
Cj = <Tj+1 - T] (WXO (TJ + 3) — WXy (Tj)7wYo (TJ + 3) — Wy (1}))8<Tj+1—Tj> (3'19)

is equal in distribution to
(6. G015 ). (3.20)
where:
o 0~ Geo(y).
e (B!, B?) ~ W; x Wy independent from .
° (O.:)BI,O.:)BQ) is a pair of paths, each built according to (3.1) using segments sampled from

r(e) .
FEWIXWL with

1= (B!, B?) as initial steps. Also, (Wg1,wp2) is independent from 6.

All of these random variables mentioned above are also independent from (wx,(s), wy, (s))s<T;-
The random variables C; are called cycles. From our previous observations the collection of
all cycles (C;)j>1 is a collection of i.i.d. random variables with (3.20) as the common underlying
distribution. This proves that the process (wx,(s),wy,(s))s>0 can be decomposed into i.i.d. cycles.
In full formality, one can prove that the process (wx, (s),wy; ($))s>0 is a regenerative process | ;

]

3.3 The Mixing property

Here we detail the mixing mechanism of the Markov chain and some of its basic consequences. This
is based on the observation that there are constants A, B, such that they converge to 1 as € — 0
and such that for all Borel sets of 21 and z € {4,

AW (A) < 79 (z, A) < B, (A). (3.21)
Indeed, recall that from (3.8), 79 is absolutely continuous with respect to the Wiener measure

LDV pio

~(€) - = "\

Wl (dy)7

with D(©) as in (3.4) and 1) as in (3.6). Since
eI lloe <€) < llTloo

and
e—ZHI(é)HOO < \Il(E)(a;) < 62“1(6)“007

we see that there is a constant C' > 0 such that

e—C/logeflwl(A) < ﬁ-(ﬁ) (;1;7 A) < eC/IOgeilwl(A)y
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for all Borel sets A C €7 and = € Q5.
A similar inequality is true for #) and M_lﬁffmﬁxm (only with different constants A, B,)
since both measures are absolutely continuous with respect to the Wiener measure, with density

converging to 1 uniformly as e — 0. With this observation, we can prove the following proposition:

Lemma 3.1. Let F be a nonegative integrable function on (1 xQ1 )P and let ((Xo, Y0), ..., (Xp, Yp))

. ~ Fe) .
be a sequence of random variables generated by 7 or %ﬂﬁxm with (Xo, Yy) ~ Wiy xWy. Then
there are constants A., Be such that they converge to 1 as € — 0 and such that for any 1 <k <m

AE [F((Xo,m,..-,(&,?k),...,<Xp,n>>]
< E|:F((X07}/b)7 s (XP7YP)):| <

B.E [F((XO, Y0), ooy (Xis Yi)y ooy (X, Y,,))} , (3.22)

where (Xo,Yy), o (Xi, Vi), .o\ (X,,Yy) is generated as before only at step k we sample, (Xi, Vi) ~
W1 x W7 independently from all previous steps.

Proof. First, assume that F' is bounded. We write Z, = (Xk,Y) for k& > 0. We prove the
proposition in the case where (Z)j, is generated using 7). We prove this by writing the expectation
of F' under the Markov chain explicitly:

E[F(ZO,...,Zk)} = [ Wix Wl(dzo).../

ﬁ'(ﬁ)(zk_l,dzk).../ ﬁ(e)(zm_l,dzm)F(zo,...,zm).
Ql Q1

Q1

We aim to replace (9 (z,_1, dz;) by Wi(dz): From (3.21) there are constants A’ and B, converging
to 1 as € — 0, such that
AW (A) < 7 (x, A) < BIV1(A),

for all Borel sets A C €y x €. This inequality extends to all simple positive simple functions. In
particular, there are constants A, B, converging to 1 as ¢ — 0 such that

AW x Wi(f) < 7O (x, f) < BWy x Wi(f), (3.23)

where, for a measure p and a function f, u(f) is the integral of f with respect to pu. By the
definition of the Lebesgue integral, (3.23) extends to all positive measurable functions f.
Therefore, from (3.23) we get the inequality:

E[F(ZO,...,Zm)] <B. [ Wi xWi(dz)... Wl(dzk).../ 7 (21, dzm)F (20, ..., Zm),
Q1 Q1 Q1

which is the right-hand side of (3.22). Similarly, we prove the left-hand side as well. When (Zj)ren,
is generated by w, (3.22) is proved in the same way.

Once we have (3.22) for all bounded measurable positive F' we may argue via a cutoff argument
and monotone convergence to get the full result. O

So when we have a positive functional of the Markov chain and we want to calculate the limit
€ — 0 of its expectation, we may replace a finite number of steps by the standard Brownian motions
that are independent of all previous steps. As € — 0 this will not change the limiting mean since
both upper and lower bounds will match.
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Remark 3.2. e Using this result we can prove the same double inequality (with different con-
stants Ac, Be, still converging to 1, as ¢ — 0) for a general F € L' by splitting F into its
positive and negative parts.

e This lemma can also be applied in the case where F is a function of a finite number of
independent trajectories of 7(©) (or trajectories generated by M_va‘fflxm with (Xo,Yp) ~
W1 x W1 ) and we want to replace parts of these trajectories by Brownian motions. In this case
we will get bounds similar to (3.22) (again with a different set of constants Ac, Be, converging

tol, ase—0).

o Finally, this lemma generalizes in the case where we consider the edge effects and we sample
the first and the final steps of the Markov chain using o1 X7o.1 and Tp—1,p X Tp—1,p respectively.
Indeed, it is easy to see that o1 and 7,1, satisfy a version of (3.21) which allow us to replace
(X1,Y1) or (X,,Y),) by Brownian motions and get the bounds presented above. If we want to

replace any other step the proof of Lemma 3.1 works. A similar argument works in the case
where we start the Markov chain by IP’(TE)(d:EO) for some T < 1 or the (normalized) measure

0(61) (wo)]@’(f)(dazo) and we want to replace the starting point by a Brownian motion.

By conditioning on the regeneration length Ty 11 —7T}, Lemma 3.1 has the following consequence
for functionals of the total path increments:

Corollary 3.1. There are constants A.,Be, converging to 1, as € — 0, such that for any non-
negative F € L'(R?):

f: (f[ ANiy(1 - fy)N"_1>E [F((X(Nl), YNy L (X)) Y(NP)))}

Ni=1,..,.Np=1 ‘i=1

< B[P ) (00, 7)<

00 p

S (TIE 0% e (), ¥ ) (x9, ¥ | a2y

Ni=1,..,Np=1 Vi=1

where (XNZ')Z-:L,,,,,,, ( YNi)i:Lm,p are two independent sets of independent mean zero Gaussian ran-
dom wvariables with covariance matriz N;Ioxo respectively.

Proof. We prove this for p = 1, with the general proof following the same lines, since ((XZ(-E), YEE)))Z-GN

are i.i.d.. Recall the definition of (XZ(-E),YEE)) from (3.17). By construction (XEE),YZ@) is equal in

distribution to
0—1 0—1
(X xw. X wm).
k=0

k=0

where:

#(e) x — x
o (Xo,Yy) ~ Wy x Wi(dzo, dyo) and (Xpi1, Y1) ~ ((Xg,Y),d k+17dyk+11_)7“/W1><W1(d kt1,dYrs1)
for k € N.

e 0 ~ Geo(y), independent from (X, Y )ken,-
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By conditioning on 6, we have
- N-1
BlF e, Y1) = 3 41— 2/ B[ (Z X0, Y v ) |
N=1 k=0 k=0

From (3.22) and Remark 3.2, applied to the function F': (Q; x Q)Y — R,

i N-1
F((x1,91), - (o8, yn)) = (Z Z Yi( ));

k=0

we have the upper bound
- N-1
E[F(X|”, Y < Y 40— %’NE[ (Z B 2 B )}
N=1 j=

where (le», sz) are pairs of i.i.d. standard Brownian motions, and B, — 1 as € — 0. This proves
the right-hand side of (3.24). Similarly, we prove the left-hand side of (3.24) and this concludes
the proof. O

3.4 Intersections of independent paths

The goal of this section is to calculate the limiting distribution for the random variable:

1 M (e M (e e
- - - 2
loge—l/o /0 R(s — u,wx,(s) — wy, (u))dsdu, (3.25)

where R is the correlation function of the space-time mollified white noise, wx,,wy, are two
paths built from ﬁ'(e), X0, Yy are two independent Brownian motions in ©; and M(e) is such
that log M (e)/loge™! — 0, as € — 0. This will be done by calculating all moments of the above
functional, which is done in the following theorem:

Theorem 3.1. Let Xq,Yy € Q1 and M(e) be as above and let x € R? be fized. Then, as € — 0:

o1 M(e)/e2  pM(e)/e? p
E[(W/O /0 R(s —u, o+ wx,(s) — wyo(u))dsdu> } — My,

where m, = p! is the pth moment of an exponential random variable with rate 1. In other words
the random variable:

= o R dsd
W/o /0 (s —u, T+ wx,(s) — wy,(u))dsdu,

as € — 0 converges to an exponential random variable with rate 1.

Proof. We split the integral in (3.25) over regeneration intervals. We define
N, :=max{i/ T; < M(¢)/€e*}.

Since R is bounded and R(s,-) = 0 for |s| > 1 and since Ty, +1 — Tn. ~ Geo(7)

2 Mi(e . o
W/O /0 (s —u, ¥+ wx,(s) — wy,(u))dsdu =
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1
log e~

Tet1  Tm+1
/ / R(s —u, z+ wx,(s) — wy,(u))dsdu + O( 7))

HRHlloge

where the (random) error term goes to 0 almost surely and in LP, for every p € N. In particular,
as € — 0, (3.25) and

Tk+1  fTm+1
||R||1 loge [[Rlliloge™T / /m R(s —u, &+ wx,(s) — wyy(u))dsdu (3.26)

have the same limiting moments.

Therefore, we focus on (3.26). Observe that T; — T;—1 ~ Geo(ry) and are independent, which
implies that Tjpz,e)e—2)/M(€)e™? = 1/ a.s.. This implies that N./M(e)e? — ~ in probability.
We define:

Tov1  Tmt1
M(n) = ||R||110g6 TR et / /m R(s —u, @+ wx, (5) — wy (u))dsdu,

and

Acs =A{INe/(M(e)e) —~| = 6}.
From Lemma 3.2, proved below, we have E[M (M (e)e=2)P] — p!, as ¢ — 0, for any M(e) that
satisfies the assumption of the theorem. We have:

E[M(N.] > B[1se , M(N.)].
But on Af 5 we have Ne > (v — §)(M(e)e=?) and therefore:
EIM(Ne)’] > E[Lac M((y=8)M(e)e™?)?] = E[(Lae, —1)M((y=0) M (e)e > PI+E[M((y—0) M (e)e*)P].

Again from Lemma 3.2, the second term of the right-hand side in the above inequality converges
to p!, while the first term is estimated above by:

E[(1ac, — 1))/ EIM((y — )M (e)e?)]'/2,

which goes to 0 as € — 0, since P(Af;) — 1 and E[M((y — )M (e)e=2)?P] — (2p)!, as € — 0.
Therefore
limiéle[M(NE)p] > pl.
e—

For the upper bound, we argue similarly:
E[M(Ne)*] = E[Lac ,M(N)*] + E[La, , M(N)”].
The first term is bounded by above by:
E[M((y +8)M(e)e?)P].

which goes to p! as € — 0. For the second term observe that N, < 4 - M(e)e=2, by definition.
Therefore, the second term is bounded above by

El, ,M(4- M(e)e *P] < P[A5]"/? BIM(4- M(e)e?)*)? -0,

as € — 0. Hence
E[M(N)?] — pl,

as € — 0. O
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Lemma 3.2. Let M(¢) be such that log M (¢)/loge™t — 0. Then as € — 0 the pth moment of:

Ter1  Tm+1
log / / R(s —u, v+ wx,(s) — wy,(u))dsdu (3.27)
€~

converges to (||R||1/2m)Pp!.
Proof. Since R(s,-) =0 for |s| > 1, the pth moment of (3.27) is given by:

M (e)e™?

1 P
E|:<10g6_1 kZ:l dk,k—1+dk7k+dk,k+1> :| :p! Z E|:H(dkivki_l_’_dkhki+dki7ki+1:|> =

1<ki<ko<..<kp<M(e)e=2 mi=1

Y 3 E[lj o) (329)

0e{—1,0,+1}? 1<ky <ko<...<kp<M(e)e 2

where for § € {—1,0,1}:

Thk+1 Tk+6+1
A k6 = / / R(s —u, =+ wx,(s) — wy,(u))dsdu. (3.29)

loge Thrs

By the change of variables (s,u) — (s + Tk,+s,,u + Tk,) and by adding and subtracting the terms
wxo(Th;+s;) and wyy (Tk,), di, k,;+s, is equal to:

Tiy+1=Tk;  Thy+6;,+1—Th;+o;
/ / R<3 —u- (Tki - Tki+5i)7 T + wxy (Tki+5i) - WYO(Tk¢)+
0 0
on(S + Tki+6i) — WXy (Tki+6i) - (WYO (u + Tki) — Wy, (Tkl))> dsdu.

Let us explain our strategy. We need to show that

Z Z E Lljl dki,ki+5i:| :

§€{—1,0,41}P 1<k <ka<...<kp<M (e)e~2

converges to 1, as € — 0.
Recall that, from Section 3.2, the process (wx,,wy,) (and therefore the processes wx, and
wy,, considered separately) can be split into i.i.d. 'cycles’

(Cj)j>0 = (Tj+1 = Tj, (wxo (Tj + 8) — wxo (T), wyy (Tj + ) — Wy (T))s<ry - TJ>‘ ) (3.30)
Jz

Observe that dy, j, is a functional of the cycle Ci, and of the point that the cycle initiates i.e. of
wx,(Tk;) and wy, (Ty,). From the regenerative structure of (wx,,wy,) we see that Cy, is independent
from

(WXO (Tki ) Wy (Tki )

Therefore we can write the expectation of dy, 1, as

Eldg, r;] = ElGe(wx, (Tk;) — wyy (Tk,))],
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with

0 0
Ge(2) = Ecyele taw [/ / R(s—u, v+ 2+ 5)31(3) — g (u))dsdu|,
o Jo

where (6, (0p1(s),wp2(5))s<p) is as in (3.20). So, in theory, if we want to calculate the limit of
(3.28) we can average over the law of the cycles first. This will give us a functional of (wx,(Tk,) —
wyy (Tk;))i=1,...p- From (3.18) these random variables are sums of i.i.d. random variables, which
guarantees their 'good behavior’ (see Proposition A.2). Then the resulting additive functional
of (wx,(Tk;) — wyy (Tk;))i=1,...p can be handled by standard results from | ]

There are two obstacles to implementing this strategy:

P.1

P.2

First, it is obvious that we have to consider the terms dy, ,+s,, for 6; € {—1,0,1}. When §; #
0, the term dy, 1, +s5, compares the k; + d;—th cycle of wx, to the k;—th cycle of wy;. So when
we average over the law of these two cycles, we will get a function of wx, (Tk,+s,) — Wy, (Tk,)-
This will lead us to a 'non-directed’ additive functional of (wx,(Tk,) — wy,(Tk,;))i=1,...p (see
(3.37) below). Nevertheless, this can be handled with Lemma B.1.

Secondly, we cannot average over all cycles in the product

p
E [H dki,méi] (3.31)
1=1

to get an expectation of a function of (wx,(Tk,+s,) — wvy(Tk;))i=1....p- The reason for this
becomes apparent even in the case of p = 2 for the expectation

E[dky ky iy ko]

with k1 < kg. As mentioned, di,, ¢ = 1,2 is a function of Cy, and of wx,(T%,) — wy, (Tk,).
However, wx,(Tk,) — wy,(Tk,) is not independent from Cj,. Indeed, consider the paths
(wxo (Tki +5) —wx, (Tki)7 WYy (Tk?i +u) —wy, (Tki))&ue[O,TkiH—Tki}- Then for s = u = Ty, 1 — Tk,
these paths take the value:

(Wxo(Th+1) = wxo (Thy ), @y (Thy 1) — Wy (Thy ))-
From (3.18), this is equal to (X,(;),Yé?). Since kg > k1, again from (3.18),
(€) (€)
Xy, ~ Y,
is one of the summands of wx,(Tk,) — wy, (Tk,). This problem becomes more complicated in
the general case. In particular, the product in (3.31) is a function of

Zki = <Tki+1 - Tki7Tki+6i+l - Tki+6i7 (WXO (S + Tki+6i) — WX, (Tki+6i))SSTki+6i+1_Tki+6i7

(wyo (u + T,) — wy, (Tki))u<Tki+1_Tki> )
(3.32)

fori=1,...,p and of

(Wxo (Thy+81) — Wyo (Thy )y -y Wxo (Thpts,) — Wy (Thy))- (3.33)
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For the same reasons as in the previous example, the cycles

<Tki+5i+1 — T 46, (WXO (S+Tki+5i ) —WX, (Tki+5i))7 Wyy (S+Tki+5i ) ) (Tki+5i )56[07Tki+5¢+1 —Tki+5i}>
and
<Tkz‘+1 - Tk?i’ (WXO (8 + Tki) — WX, (Tki))7 ) (S + Tki) — Wy, (Tki)SG[O,Tki+1—Tki]> 5

are not independent from wx,(Tk;+s;) — wy,(Tk,) for i < j. However, the latter depends on

these cycles only through ch? — Yl(:i) and X,(;Z)Jr 5 — Y,(;Z)Jr 5

Now, we explain how we deal with item P.2. The idea is to write (3.33) as S+ V¢, for appropriate,
independent random variables, so that S¢ is independent from the cycles (3.30) and equal in distri-

bution to a shifted version of (3.33). This is accomplished by 'throwing out’ the terms Xf:i) — Yf:i)

and X](:i)'f‘él —Y,(;)_F&i from the sum (3.18), defining wx, (Tk;+s;) —wy, (Tk;), 1 <i < j < p. With such
an expression in hand, and by averaging over the joint law of )¢ and of (3.32) we can write (3.31)
as an expectation of a function of a shifted version of (3.33). Then, as mentioned, the resulting
additive functional can be handled with Lemma B.1.

First, we will calculate the limit of:

> > E [lj dki,kﬁai] : (3.34)

0€{-1,0,+1}P 1<k; <kp<...<kp<M(e)e2,
kiv1>ki+2

For 1 = 2, ..., p we write:

i—1
wy, (Tk,) = Skz + Z(Yl(c? + Y](Cej)"l‘éj) + Y/(fei)—l'
j=1

We included Y,(:i)_l as well since in the case where 0; = —1, wy, (1},) also depends on T}, — T, ;.
Similarly, we write:

i1
WYy (Th;+6;) = Ski+s; + Z(X;(fj) + ngi»)+5j) + Xi(;)—p
j=1
where S, S, are defined by the equations above and are independent from X,(;), X,(:j) 45,0 Y,(:j), Y,(;) 5,0

(

j=0,...,i—1 and from in)_l, YE;) ;- From the above observations the vector:

(Sk1+51 - Sk17 “rey Skp+5p - Skp)?
is independent from (Zy, );=1,..., and it is equal in distribution to the vector:
(Wxo(Thy—145,) — WYo (Thy—1), -y Wxo (Thpt5,—2p) — WYy (Thy—2p))-

Now we focus on writing explicitly the the joint probability distribution of:

i—1
(Z’%‘; Z(X,(fj) - Y’(;j) * Xlg?+5j - Yl(c?Jréj) + Xl(c?—1 - Yl(;)—1> L (3.35)
=1 i=1p
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Looking at (3.35), we see that it depends on the cycles ((Ck,—1,Ck;,Ck;+1))i=1,...p- Since we have
the restriction of k;+1 > k; + 2, the triplets (Ck,—1,Cy;, Ck,+1) and (Cy,—1,Cy;,C,;+1) are comprised
by distinct cycles for i # j, and are therefore independent. The distribution of (Cg,—1,Ck,, Cr,+1) is
equal to the distribution of

(671G 5080, Mo, )+ (86 G0 B Dy ) (81 Gy 91,6y s ) )

where:

o (BU1,b" )izt p, (BE,bY)iz1.. py (Bi,b%)i=1.., are independent collections of independent
Brownian motions in €7 x ;.

° (Hi_l)izl,...,p, (06)2-:1,.“,,,, (0’1')1-:17,,,7;,, are independent collections of independent geometric ran-
dom variables with parameter ~.

o (@Bil’@bil))ﬁlv---vp’ (@Bgvébg))izl,---,pa ((5)39@3)):’:17...@ are collections of continuous paths

built from the transition probability kernel %{Yxm with (B, b',), (B}, b)), (B, bi) as
initial steps, respectively. These are independent collections of independent paths. Each of
these paths is also independent from (Hi_l, 04, 9?[)@-:17“.;,,.

This proves that (3.35) is equal in distribution to:

S G N CRE RO L) (3.36)
% i=1,...p
where
= S L ) . , N .
O = 3 g 0 g 0+ (04 =1y 94+, 012) = 01,
]:

Furthermore Z(9) is independent from (Sy, — S, )i=1....p- This implies that (3.34) is equal to

Z Z E |:g675 <WX0 (Tk1+51)_wY0 (Tk1)7 ey WX (Tkp+6p_p+1)_wY0 (Tkp—p+l)>:| >

0e{—1,0,+1}P 1<ks <ko<...<kp<M(e)e™2,
kiy1>ki+2
(3.37)
where

gﬁ’é(zl, v Zp) =
P05 05, . . - -
Ez [H / / R <s —u+15-100—15,=—10" 1, z+2;+ y}f) —H:)j% (s)— &gg (u)) dsdu} . (3.38)
=170 /0 ‘
We want to apply Lemma B.1 to (3.37), so we seek to prove that (G9%).s satisfies the assumptions
of the lemma, namely that:
L.1 The L! norm of G does not depend on e.
L.2 We have
lim sup/ G (z)dx = 0.
|| = Mo

M—00 ¢>0
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Observe that
) poo o | |
197011 = 1w b | T[ [ [ 6 ts = ut 1oy~ 15,167 s
=170 /0

which is indeed an e—independent constant, so L.1 is true. To prove item L.2 we observe that,
from Proposition A.1 and Corollary A.1,

E [1{ke|ZM0}R<S —ut L) — Lgeaby, + Y+ %3(8) - @ég, (“)ﬂ — 0,
as My — oo, uniformly in €, where

k. = yyi(f)\ + sup \@jgz (s)| + sup \5);2 (s)]-
s<Oy s<@i %

Arguing similarly as in Remark B.1, (G9%). satisfies L.2. Therefore, Lemma B.1 implies that
(3.37) is asymptotic to:

(zmeget)” S g, (3.39)

se{-1,0,+1}r
as € — 0. 3
We need to show that this expression is equal to (|| R||1 loge™1/2m)P. Since R(t,z) = ¢p*p(t) *
¥ (x) it suffices to show that

POy 05, . . N
> E[H [ [ ow ot = ut 15l — 158 )dsdu| = l6% 1 = 161
se{-1,0,41}p Li=170 O
By writing the above expectation explicitly we have to calculate
= T i iy i P N Ngi ~ ) .

Z Z H A3(1 — )N NN -3 H/ / Opxp(s —u—15-1Ny+ 1s5,—_1N* | )dsdu.
5€{~1,0,+1}» NeN3» i=1 =170 /0
For each § € {—1,0,+1}? we partition the set of indices {1,...,p} into the sets Ay = {J§; = 1},
A_ = {4, = —1} and Ap = {J; = 0}. Also define:

1 1 1,1
Ly(N) ::N-/O /0 ¢*¢3(s—u)dsdu+2-(N—1)/0 /0 ¢ * ¢(s + u)dsdu,

1
L =L, := / ¢ * (s + u)dsdu.
0
With these definitions, the above quantity can be written as
=T ' i N AL 1A
Z Z H,y?)(l _,7)N71+NO+N1—3 H LO(Né)LL_HLLf" (3'40)
{A0,A_,A{}H{1,...,p} NeN3P i=1 iAo

where {Ag, A_, Ay} F {1,...,p} means that the sets Ay, A_, A, partition {1,...,p}, and we sum
over all such partitions. By summing over all N we that (3.40) is equal to

A A A_
Z L‘,Y 0|L|++\L\_ \7
{Ao,A_, AL }H{1,...,p}
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where

1 1 1 1 1 1
sz%(/o/o¢*¢~5(s—u)dsdu+2/0/0¢*¢~5(s+U)d8dU>—2/0/0¢*¢~5(3+U)d5d“'

Therefore (3.40) is equal to
p
(42 +22) = A,

A(R) := (/01 /Olqﬁ*q;(s—u)dsdu—l—Z/Ol /01¢*¢§(8+u)dsdu>||1,b||%.

This implies that (3.34) is asymptotic to

where

27 log e1

((7/ 2m) log e‘1>p(A(R) Jy)P = (

We will show that A(R) = ||R||1. Since, ||R||1 = ||¢||?|[1/]|? it is sufficient to prove that

A(R) )

11 1,1
o - T
/O/Oqﬁ*qﬁ(s u)dsdu+2/0 /0 O * P(s + u)dsdu = ||9||7.

By a change of variables s — s + u, the first term on the left-hand side is equal to:

1 1—u _
/ / ¢ * P(s)dsdu,
0 J—-u
while the second term is equal to:

/0 1 /u % B(s)dsdu 1 /O 1 /1 iu¢*q~5(s)dsdu,

where we also used the fact that ¢ x (5(3) =0 for s > 1. By adding these terms we get:
1 1—u _ 1 ~ 1 ~
/ ( / ¢ * ¢(s)dsdu + / ¢ * ¢(s)dsdu + ¢ * gb(s)ds) du.
0 —u u 1—u

In the second term inside the integral we use the fact that ¢ * ¢ is symmetric, and we get that the
above integral is equal to:

1 1—u -1 1 1 1
/0 </_u ¢*¢§(s)dsdu+/_u ¢*¢§(s)dsdu+/l_uqs*gs(s)ds)du:/0 /_lmgs(s)dsdu: lol[3,

and therefore A(R) = ||R|1.
This proves that (3.39) is equal to (||R||; log e~!/27)P which implies that

2 p P
_— E di: .1k & Ak k. .
(e IR 1

1<k1<ka<...<kp<M(e) i=1
kip1>ki+2

converges to 1 as € — 0. This result implies that

2T p
L E
<|IRII110g6‘1> 2 i [

p
1<k <ko<...<kp<M(e)e 1=

<dki7ki—ldki,kidki,ki+l>:| (3.41)
1
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converges to 1 as € — 0. Indeed for r =1, ...,p and for 1 <4y <y < ... < i, < p, we define A;, . ;,
to be the set:

{kieN,i=1,..,p: 1<k <..<ky< M(e)e_l, ki; <kij—1+2, ki > ki1 +2,i# 1, ey Uy b
(3.42)
The set A;, .. ;, specifies where the restriction k; 11 > k; 4 2 fails. We consider the sum

p
Z E [H (dki,ki—ldki,kidki,ki—i—l):| .

k1, kpEA; i=1

Observe that if there is an ¢ such that k; 41 = k;, + 1 or k; 41 = k;. + 2. By repeating the same
arguments as above, we can prove that this sum is of order (loge ')P~" = o((loge 1)P) and is
therefore negligible compared to (3.34). This completes the proof. O

Corollary 3.2. Let Xo, Yy, R, M(€) be as before. Then for every 32 < ||R||1 /27
BZ M(e)/e™2 pM(e)/e 2
sup E [exp<7_1 / / R(s —u,z + wx,(s) — wyo(u))dsdu>} < o0.
z€R2,e€(0,1) log e 0 0
Proof. Using similar arguments as in Proposition 1.1 we have

6_2C1(\/€I)(e)/€2E[u(M(6)/62, z)u(M(e)/e*,0)] =

N 32 M(e)/e=2  pM(e)/e 2 . )
Ep p(e) /e [exp<log g /0 /0 R(s—u,x+ B (s)— B (u))dsdu)] , (3.43)

where we recall that u(t,z) solves (1.4).
Now observe that E[u(t, )?] = E[u(t,0)?] for all (t,7). The Cauchy-Schwartz inequality implies
that, for all € > 0, (3.43) is maximized when = = 0. Indeed we have

00/ Blu(M(€) €2, 2)u(M(€) /€2, 0)] < & Mo/ Blu(M(e) /2, 0)2],

and the right-hand side is equal to

. /32 M(e)/e=2 pM(e)/e 2 . )
Ep,a(e)/e2 [exp<10g = /0 /0 R(s—u,B (s)— B (u))dsdu)} . (3.44)

Therefore it is sufficient to bound (3.44) for all € € (0,1). We will use Theorem 3.1 to argue that
(3.44) is bounded for all 32 < ||R||, /2.

We write the expectation in (3.44) as an expectation involving paths built from the Markov
chain. We choose T = M(e)/e?, 7 = 1, N = [M(e)/e?> — 1]. We sample independently two
random vectors (X¢, "'7X11Ve+1)7 (X2, -'-=X12v€+1) as described in Section 3.1 (recall that X, X2 €
Q, and le\7€+1vX12\7€+1 € Qpr(e)/e2—r—n.)- Recall that (X3, "'7X}V€+1] denotes the path built from
(X§, .., X}y, 1) as in (3.1). From (3.13), the expectation in (3.43) is equal to

h2
Elexp( 2 / R(s—u, a4 (X3, o0 XK 1](5) — (X2, . X2 1) (w))dsdu ) Go(X v, Yiv) |
loge™! Jio,nr(e) /622

where G, is defined by (3.12). From Remark 3.1, G, converges to 1 uniformly as e — 0. Further-
more, since R is bounded, we have

52
]E exp B 1 / R(S - ua [X017 ey X]1\7€+1](S) - [X027 LS X]2V€+l](u))d3du gG(XNe7YNs) 5
log €™ Jio,n(e) /e
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52 1 1 2 2 >]
E exp( / R(s—u,|Xy,...., X S X5, X w))dsdu | |.
[ log e—1 0. [M(&) /-1 ( [Xo Ne+1)(8) — [Xo Nes1](w))

Observe that the integral in the right-hand side is over [0, [M (€)/e?] — 1]? instead of [0, M (¢)/€?]?.
This ensures that leve 1 XJ2V€ 41 will not appear in the above expectation. Hence, we can consider
the paths that appear in the integral above as built from 7, Therefore, they are almost like
the paths in the statement of Thoerem 3.1, with the only difference being the distribution of
the initial segment. From Lemma 3.1 we can replace Xol, X02 by independent Brownian motions.
More specifically, if (wx,,wy,) is a pair of paths built from #() with (Xo,Yy) ~ Wy x Wy as the
initial condition, then

32 / 1 1 2 2
E R(s —u,|Xg5,....,X —1X3, ..., X <
|:exp<10g 6_1 (0.0 (c)/e2]2 (S u, [ 05 Ne-l-l](s) [ 09 N5+1:|(u))d8du ~

p? /
E — — .
[exp(log T Josoerne R(s — u,wx,(s) — wy, (u))dsdu

for all € > 0 and = € R2. This proves that for all € € (0,1)

R /32 M(e)/e=2 pM(e)/e? . )
Ep ar(e) /e [exp<log7 /0 /0 R(s —u,B(s) — B (u))dsdu)] <

(i )
E exp( / R(s — u,wx,(s) — wy, (u))dsdu | |.
“P\iog e Joguriosenye () = e 1)

From Theorem 3.1 we have

r 52
sup E exp<57_1/ R(s — u,wx,(s) — wXO(u))dsdfu)] < 00,
eco1) L \loge™ Jpo,nr(e)/en-1p2

which concludes the proof. [l
Remark 3.3. Recall that \/27/||R||, = f.(R). Theorem 3.1 implies that

32 52 -1
E [exp(log = /[0,[M(e)/52ﬂ2 R(s —u,x + wx,(s) —wx, (u))dsdu)] — (1 - BC(R)2> ,

as € = 0. Moreover, arguing similarly as in the proof of Corollary 3.2 we can prove that

Elu(t,z)?] — (1 — Bc(ﬁli)?>_1’

as € — 0.

4 Proof of Proposition 1.4

In this section, we will prove Proposition 1.4. Recall the formula for F,(r,y, Mj(€), Ma(¢)):

2

Py (0 = [ [ By alne OnONN [ olsyuledsar, (41
r* J[0,1]2 paley
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where
2

I (z1,29,y, 51, S2,7) = Hg(eazi — eth—r)/eZ—si +v) (4.2)

i=1

and

A~

2 M (e) M (e) .
Je(Mi(e€), Ma(e)) = 1 /1 /1 R¢(u1,u2)1[) *xp(x1 — 22 + AB(t—T)/€2—Sl,(t—T‘)/62+u1

2
_A‘B(t—r’)/e2

log
dul dUQ,
(4.3)

—82,(t—7“)/52+u2)

with Ry as in (1.21). Finally, recall that M;(e), Ma(€) satisfy the following assumptions:
A.1 0 < M(e), Ma(e) <.

A.2 Fori=1,2, log M;(¢)/loge™! — 0, as e — 0.

A.3 Either M;(e) = Ma(e) or for all € small enough M (€) — Ma(€) > ¢ > 0, for some c.

First, we argue that it is sufficient to prove Proposition 1.4 in the case M;(e) = Ms(e). Indeed,
recall from Remark 1.1 that if M;(e) — Ma(e) > ¢ > 0, then for all e small enough

Fe(r,y, My(e)/€*, My(e) [€*) = Fe(r,y, Ma(e)/€* + 1, My(e) /€?).

From (4.3) we get that

Je(Ma(€)/€® +1,Ma(€)/€*) = Re + Je(Ma(€)/€*, Ma(€) /€%), (4.4)
with
,82 Ma(e)/e?+1 Ma(e)/e? .
€7 loge1 /M )/ / ! Ro(un, ug)p > p(@n = 22+ AB_ry ey 1124
2(e) /e —

_AB(zt—r)/Ez—sg,(t—r)/ez—i-ug)dulduQ' (45)

Recall that, since ¢ is supported on [0,1], Ry(u1,u2) = 0 when |u; — ua| > 1. Therefore, R, is
equal to

,82 Ma(e)/2+1  pMa(e) /e .
log e ! /Mz(e)/EQ /Mz(e)/52—1 Roun, ua)g xp(wn =2+ AB(pry 2 (1) /e

_AB(2t—r)/52 —s9,(t—7)/24usz )dU1 dus.

Since Ry and v x 1 are bounded, we conclude that this term (and therefore R.) converges to 0 as
e — 0, uniformly over the paths B', B? and over r,vy, s, 1, z2. Now, assume for the moment that
Proposition 1.4 is true for F.(r,y, Ma(€)/e?, Ma(€)/e?). Then, from our observations about R.,
(4.1), (4.4) and from Holder’s inequality

Fe(r,y, Mi(e) /€, Ma(e) [€*) = Fe(r,y, Ma(e) /€%, Ma(e) /€*) — 0,

as € — 0 and
Fe(r,y, Mi(e)/€%, Ma(e)/€*) S Fe(r,y, Ma(€) /€%, Ma(e) /€),
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for all e. Hence, Proposition 1.4 is true for F.(r,y, Mi(¢)/e2, Ma(¢)/€%) as well.
Therefore, we will focus on
Felr,y, M(e)/€, M(e)/€%),

where M (e€) satisfies the assumptions A.1 and A.2 described above. For this case, we prove Propo-
sition 1.4 in Lemma 4.5 and Lemma 4.4. First, we will calculate the limit of Eg ;.2 [Ic exp(J¢)].
Our main strategy will be to try to decouple I and J.. This means that asymptotically we should
have

B |Teexp(00)| % Bl olexp(),
Then the expectation X
Ept/e2exp(Je)]

should converge to a constant, giving us the effective variance and

IE:B,t/ez [IE]

should converge to p;_, xg(y)?, where p; is the two-dimensional heat kernel. This heuristic is made
formal in Lemma 4.1 and Lemma 4.3.

Lemma 4.1. For all 3 < f.(R) we have that

Epjell] = pi—r* 9(y)?,

and

- Bcsz)?)_l’

iy e lexp( (M(6) /€2, M(6)/))] - (1
as € — 0.

Proof. We calculate the limit of E Bt/ (1] first. Observe that I is a functional of two independent
paths distributed according to the exponentially tilted measure (1.10). We will emphasize this
dependence by writing it as I.(B', B?). We replace the paths that appear in (4.2) with paths built
from the Markov chain constructed in Section 3.1. More specifically set

T =t/ 7= (t—7)/e—[(t—7r)/e®] and N, = [t/e* —7].

We sample independently two random vectors (f(&,...,f(}ve 1) (Xg, ...,X']QVE +1) as described in
Section 3.1, with X&,X’g € Q, and Xll\/e+1’XJ2Ve+1 € Qye2_r_n.- Then from (3.13), we have that:

IA[*:B,t/sz [IE(Blv Bz)] =E |:g€(X]1V€’X]2V€)IE([X&7 s Xll\fe—l—l]’ [Xg’ s X]2V€+1]) )

with G, as in (3.12). From Remark 3.1 G, converges to 1 uniformly as € — 0. Therefore, it is
sufficient to calculate:

E |:[€([Xé, [EL3) le\fs—i-l]a [X027 [ X?\k-{—l]) ’

as € — 0.

We see that the term in the above expectation is a functional of (X&, ey X}\,€+1) and (Xg, ey X]2V€+1)'
We will apply Lemma 3.1 and replace the steps of these two trajectories of the Markov chain at
[(t —7)/€%] and [(t —r)/€?] + 1 by independent Brownian motions that are also independent of the
previous steps. More specifically, consider the sequences (X{, ..., X}Ve 41) and (X3, ..., XZ2V€ +1), which
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are generated in the same way as (Xé, . X}\,€+1) and (Xg, - XJ2V6+1) respectively, but at the steps
k=[t—r)/e),[(t—r)/e] + 1 we sample (X}, X}) ~ Wy x Wi, i = 1,2 independently from the
previous steps (also (X}, X}), (X7, X}) are independent for i # j). Let Wy = (X4, ...,X}\,€+1] and
Wyz = (X2, ...,X]2V€+1] be the corresponding paths built according to (3.1). Then, from Lemma
3.1 and Remark 3.2, there are constants A, B going to 1 as ¢ — 0 such that:

AR 1wy wx) | < E[L0R o K ] [ K 1)) < BE[ Loy )|
Therefore, it is sufficient to calculate the limit of:
By adding and subtracting the term wag([(t —7)/€] +7 —1) in (4.2) we have:

IE(wXév ng) =

2

[T gews — e ([t — 1)/ 47— 1) — el ([t — 1)/ + 7 = 53) — @y ([(E— ) /2] 47— 1)) +35).
=1

Recall that (wx,wy) denotes a pair of paths built from #) = 76 x 2 with (X,Y) ~ Wy x Wy
as an initial step. For s; € [0,1], from (3.1) and the fact that (X[i(t_r)/ez})izlﬂ are independent
Brownian motions in €21, independent from the previous steps of the Markov chain, we get that

(Wi ([(t =)/ + 7= s50) = wyi ([(t = 1)/ + 7= 1))im12 =

(wXé([(t - T)/Ez] +7—-1+1- Si) - wXé([(t — 7‘)/62] + 7= 1))1':172 i (wXE;(tff')/€2] (1 — SZ')),':LQ,

where the last equality is in distribution. The right hand side for s; € [0, 1] is equal to (X [i( t—r)/e?] (1—

5i))i=1,2 which are independent from ‘*’Xé([(t —7)/e3] +7—1),i=1,2. Since (X[l(t—r)/e2}7X[2(t—r)/e2]) ~
Wi x Wi, Ie(wxé, ng) is equal in distribution to:
2 ~ .
Hg(e:ni — ewXé([(t -/ +1—1)— Ele—si) + i)
i=1

where (B?);=; 2 are independent Brownian motions, independent from (wXé([(t —1)/e]+1—1))iz12.
By Lemma 4.2, proved below, and Remark 4.10,

(cwxi ([(t=7)/)+7 = 1), e ([(t =) /] + 7 1))
converges in distribution, as € — 0, to a centered Gaussian random variable with covariance (¢ —

7)I4x4. Therefore

E[l(wyy, wx2)] = prr x 9(v)?,

as € — 0 and therefore IAEB’t/Ez [I.(B',B?)] — pi—r x g(y)?, as e = 0.
Now we look at EB,t/e2 [exp(Je)]. Let Ac = [—1,M(e)/€?]2 N <[0, [M(€)/€%] — 1]2> . We write

Ep e lexp(J(M(e) /e, M(€) /)] = Epyjexlexp(Je(B, B?) + J(B', B))]
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where:

R OV 1
J{BLBY) = o 1/0 /0 Rlur =z, w1 = @2+ DBy sy (1) e~

ABF /e s () e ) A1 duz
(4.6)

and

j(Bl B2) loge—l / R¢ u17u2)¢*¢(l‘1 - X2 +AB(T, r)/et—s1,(t—r)/e2+ur

€2—s9,(t—7)/e2+u2

where we also used the fact that Ry(uq,u2) = ¢ * d(uy — up) when uy, uy > 0. By arguing similarly
as we did for R, defined in (4.5), we can see that J.(B', B?) — 0, as ¢ — 0, uniformly over B!, B2.
Therefore to calculate Ep tye2lexp(Je(M(e) /€, M(e)/€*)] as e — 0, it is sufficient to calculate

]EB,t/e2 [eXp(jE(Bla B2)]7

as € = 0. Using Lemma 3.1 and arguing similarly as we did in the calculation of ) Bit/e? [I], we
see that it is enough to calculate the limit of:

Efexp(J. (W, wy2))] (4.8)
By adding and subtracting wxg([(t —7)/e?] + 7) and ng([(t —7)/e?] +7) in (4.6) the paths in
the spatial term inside the integral can be written as:
2
> @y (6= /e unmway (e = /el 1) (g (6 = 1)/ 4 -y (0= /e = 50)
i=1
(4.9)
We deal with the two terms in the above sum, separately. Observe that for ¢ = 1 and for ¢ = 2 the
corresponding summands are independent, by construction. We prove that
I.1 For i = 1,2 the term (ng([(t - r)/ez] + 7') - wXé((t —7)/e? — 8i))s,ef0,1) 18 equal in distri-
bution to a Brownian motion (B’) si€

I.2 For i = 1,2 the term (wxg((t —r /e + ul) sz([(t —7)/€] 4+ 7))uefo,[M(e) /2] —1] 1S equal

)
in distribution t i
in distribution to (WX[(tfr-)/62]+1(UZ))UZE[O [M(e) /€2 —1]-

1.3 The terms
(ng([(t — )/ + 1) — wxé((t —r)/e — 5i))s;€(0,1]
and
(Wi ((t =)/ +ur) = Wi ([(E=71)/] +7)usefo,nre)/e)-1]
are independent.

Observe that these three items, along with Theorem 3.1 and Proposition 3.2, give us the desired
limit for (4.8). Indeed, Je(w 1, Wx2) is equal in distribution to

32 [M(e)/e®] -1 p[M(e)/e*]-1
— / / R<U1—U2,ZE1—ZE2+E B Fwyt (ul) w2 (u 2)>du1duQ,
0 0

log e~! — [(t=r) /€2 + [(t=r) /€241
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where (B;)sle[o,l], (BEQ) s1efo,1] are two independent Brownian motions that are also independent
from

Xty 93y (42 a0

Also, recall that (Xl(t—r)/s2}+17X[2(t—r)/62}+1) ~ Wi x Wi. Now, if b!,b* € Q) are two (generic)

Brownian motions, this equality in distribution proves that

- [M(e)/€%]  p[M(e)/€?]
E |exp(J. (wxgaw)@ } / / [ex <1 / / R<u1 —ug, 1 — T2+ Y1 +y2+
R2 JR2 oge 0

o (1) — g <u2>) duldw)}psxyl pea (2 s
(4.10)

Now we apply Theorem 3.1 and Proposition 3.2 and get that:

E|exp((wxg x| > (1 Bf;)z)_lv

as € — 0. Finally, from our previous remarks, IAEBWEQ [exp(Jo(M(€) /€%, M(€)/€%))] has the same
limit.

It is therefore sufficient to prove items I.1-1.3. To prove the item I.1 we add and subtract
w i ([(t = r)/€?] + T — 1). We have that

Wi ([(t =) /] +7) — W ([(¢ = 1) /e*] + 7 — 55) =

(xslle = /4 -y (e @hir=1) ) (wxgle = /4 7 = sy (e-r)/elr-1)).

Recall that X? (t—r)/e2] is sampled from the Wiener measure Wy, independently from the previous

steps. From this observation and (3.1) the right-hand side, for s; € [0,1], is equal in distribution
to:

“ Xl )= “Xlenye (1= si). (4.11)
Now for s; € [0,1] this is equal to X[(t yE }( ) — X[i(t—r)/sz](l — s;) which is distributed like a
Brownian motion at 1 — (1 — s;) = s; independent from X[Z(t—r)/eZ}(l — s;). This proves item I.1.
Now we focus on

(W ([(t =)/ + 7 +ui) = Wi (((E = 7)/€]+ ) usefo,pa(0)/e2)-1] (4.12)

Since X! (t=r)/e2]+1 is sampled from W7, independently from the previous steps, (4.12) is independent
from (w x. ([(t — r)/€e?] + T)—wxi ([(t - 7)/€*] + T — $i))s;e(0,1]- This proves item I.3. Furthermore,

since M (e) < r we have
t—r

S M9/ —1 <7+ N,

This means that for u; € [0,[M(¢)/e?] — 1], the step X?\Q +1 (which is sampled using 7y 11
defined in (3.9)) does not appear in the path
Wi ([(t =)/ + 7+ u;) = Wy ([(E =) /] + 7))u,eio,mi(0) /2111

Using (3.1) this implies that (4.12) is equal in distribution to (wy: , (Wi))use[o,[M(e) fe2]-1]
[(t=r)/€2)+1 :
(which is built using only #(9)). This proves item 1.2 and concludes the proof. O
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The lemma that we used in the calculation of the limit of E Bit/e2[Ie] is the following:

Lemma 4.2. Fort > 0 and for (Xo,Yo) ~ Wi x Wi and (wx,,wy,) built from #©) we have that:

(om (/e o, (/)

converges in distribution to (N1, N2) where N; € R? are two independent centered Gaussian random
variables with covariance matriz tloyo.

Proof. Since (wx,,wy,) is a pair of independent paths each built from #(©) it is enough to prove
this for wx,. Define:
Nf =max{i/ T; < [t/€*]}.

From similar arguments as in Proposition A.1 and A.2, the random variable
[t/€?]

€ X](;)

k=0

converges in distribution, as ¢ — 0, to a centered Gaussian random variable with covariance matrix
%ngg. Furthermore, since T,,/n — 1/ a.s as n — oo we see that:

NE—1
¢y x© (4.13)
k=0

converges in distribution to a centered Gaussian random variable with covariance matrix tlsxo.
Finally, from Corollary A.1 it is easy to see that:

N§
doxa([t/) =Y XIS swp  elwxg([H/€]) —wxo(Trg-1)| = 0, (4.14)
k=0 s€[Tye—1,Tne]
a.s. as € — 0. This completes the proof. O

Remark 4.1. Observe that this implies that ewx,([t/€?]) (where Xo ~ Wy, T < 1) converges in
distribution to a centered Gaussian random variable with covariance tloywo. Indeed, observe that
ewx, (Nf) is equal to (4.13) where only X(()E) has a different distribution from X<€), k> 1. Then
by following the same arguments as in the proof above, we see that (4.14) is still valid for wx,. So
it converges to a Gaussian random variable with covariance matriz tloxe. Finally if (Wx,, Wy,)
are as in the proof of Lemma 4.1 they are independent and therefore (ewx,([t/€?]), ew x,([t/€?]))
converges in distribution to (N1, N5).

Now we show that I, and exp(Je¢) decouple asymptotically. This is done in the proof of the
following lemma;:

Lemma 4.3. For all < ﬁc(R) we have that

32
 B(R)?

-1
IEB,t/EQ |:IE eXp(JE):| — <1 ) Pt—r *g(y)27
as € — 0.
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Proof. Using the same notation as in the proof of Lemma 4.1 we have that
Ep /e [Iﬁ eXp(JE)] =Ep,/e [16(31,32)exp(j€(31,32) + J.(BY, B?))|,

where J.(B', B?) and J.(B", B?) are defined in (4.6) and (4.7), respectively. Since J.(B', B%) — 0,
as € — 0, uniformly over the paths B!, B2, it is sufficient to consider

fEB,t/g [16(31,32)exp(j€(31,32)) ,

and calculate its limit as € — 0.
From (3.13) this expectation is equal to:

E gE(le\fevX?\fe)Ie([X(%v s Xll\fs-i-l]v [X027 s X%\k—i—l]) exp(je([)zol, i Xll\fs—i-l]’ [Xg’ s X?\k-ﬁ-l])) )

where (f(&, ceny Xll\fa—l) and (Xg, ceey XJQ\,€+1) are as in the proof of Lemma 4.1. Combining the fact
that G. converges to 1 uniformly and Lemma 3.1 we see that there are constants A, B, such that:

AL (wy ) explU(wsy wx)|

< IAEB,t/EQ |:Ie eXp(JE):| <

BE [Ie(wxga wxg) eXP(je(wxg, ng))} ) (4.15)

where W1, W2 are as in the proof of Lemma 4.1 and A, B. — 1, as ¢ — 0.

The terms I.(w X1, W Xg) and J.(w X1, W Xg) are independent. More specifically, the term
(4.9), that appears in JE(wXé, wxg), is independent from Ie(wXé, wxg)- Indeed, observe that
w i ([(t = r)/e}] + 7+ uy) =Wy ([(E — r)/€?] + 1), = 1,2 is independent from the paths W1, Wz
at all times before [(t — r)/€?] + 7, and specifically from all times that appear in I(wx1, wx2).
The other terms ng([(t — )/ +71)— wxg([(t —7)/€?] + 7 — ;) as mentioned in the comments
after (4.11) are independent from w y, ([(¢ — r)/e?] + T — 1) and from w x ([(t = 7)€} + 1 —s;) —
w . ([(t = r)/€?] + 7 — 1) and therefore from Ie(wx1, wyz) as well. Therefore, Ic(w x1, W y2) and

exp(JE(wXé, wxg)) are indeed independent.
Finally, from the proof of Lemma 4.1

B|Llwxy wx)| o v a0

and

ot ma] ()

as € — 0. This, combined with (4.15), concludes the proof. ]

Now Lemma 4.1 and Lemma 4.3 combined gives us the following:
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Lemma 4.4. As e — 0 and for all B < f.(R):

Felr,y, M(e)/e*, M(€)/€*) = 27 (B)pe—r » 9(y)?,

o B\
Esl8) = (1= 50 ) IR
Proof. Recall the definition of F,(r,y, M (¢)/€2, M(€)/€%) in (4.1) and of J.(M (€) /€%, M (€)/€%; 21, w2, 51, S2)
in (4.3), where we emphasize the dependence of J. on x1,x9, s1, so. From Lemma 4.3, we see that
if

where

EB +/e2 [IEeJe(M(G)/527M(E)/62;50171‘2781,52)]

is bounded for all sufficiently small € and uniformly in x1,xs,s1, 2 then, from the dominated
convergence theorem*, F,(r,y) — vgff(ﬁ)pt_r * g(y)? as € — 0. We will prove that

sup EB,t/ez [[eeJe(M(E)/ez7M(E)/62;:E1,IE2781752)] 5 1, (416)
e€(0,1)

uniformly in x1, z9, s1, So.
From (4.15) we have

EB,t/ez [IEeJe(M(E)/EZ7M(E)/€2§-'E1,-’E2751,32):| <E [Is(wxéa ng) eXp(jE(wXév W25 21, T2, 51, 59))|.

Since g has compact support we see that:

E[fe(wx(}, ng) exp(je(wXé, W 23 T1, T2, 51, 32))] <E [exp(je(wxé, W x2; 21, T2, 51, s92)) |-

Recall that, from (4.10)

E [exp(jE(wXé7 ng;‘T:L? X2, 51, 32)):| =

32 [M(e)/€*]  p[M(e)/€]
/ / E[exp<17_1/ / R<U1 — U2,T1 _$2+y1+y2 —|—(Ub1(u1)—
R2 JR2 oge 0 0

wbzm))duldm)]psl<y1>psz<y2>dy1dyz, (4.17)

where b', b? are two independent Brownian motions in €.
Consider the term

62 [M(e)/€?]  p[M(e)/€]
E[eXp<loge_1 / / R(ul —U9,T1 — T2+ Y1 + Y2 —l—wbl(ul) —wbz(u2)> duldu2>].
0 0

Then from Proposition 3.2 we have

32 [M(e)/€]  p[M(e)/e]
sup E{exp<7_1/ / R<u1—u2,:E1—1E2+y1—|—y2+wb1(ul)—wbz(u2)>duldugﬂ <1,
e€(0,1) log € 0 0

1Recall that ¢ and v are compactly supported.
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uniformly over z1,x2,y1,y2. From (4.17) we get that

S}lp)E[exp(je(wXéu ng;x17x27yl7y2731732))] 5 17
e€(0,1

uniformly over x1,x2,y1, Y2, S1, 2, which in turn proves the uniform bound (4.16). This concludes
the proof. O

Finally, we prove the uniform bound (1.25):
Lemma 4.5. Let 3 < B.(R) and k > 0. Then
| Fe(r,y, Mi(€) /€%, Ma(e) /)| S (LA [yl "),
where the implied constant depends only on k.

Proof. From the proof of Lemma 4.4 and the observations at the start of this section, it is easy
to infer that for any p > 1 such that p8 < S.(R)
[eP7e((M(e)/€,Ma(e) [*;w1,02,51,82)] < 1

sup EB,t/EQ
e€(0,1)

9

Hence, from Holder’s inequality

2
Felry. Mi(e)/€, Ma(e)/e*) < / / Ep e (1Y [ o(s0)u (i) dsdz,
R4 J[0,1]2 Py
where 1/p + 1/q = 1. This implies that:
]:e(rv y, My (6)/627 M2(6)/€2) 5 /R? /[0 1 IAEB,t/ez [g(€$ B EB(t—T’)/GZ—S + y)q]l/q¢(8)¢($)d8d$v

since ¢ is compactly supported. Observe that for all k:

N 1
Ep /e [1|EB(FT)/€LS ESVIRS Wk

where the implied constant depends on k. The proof of this inequality is the same as in | ]
(look at Lemma 5.3 of the same paper) only we use Corollary A.1 whenever they use Lemma A.2.
With this inequality and since g and compactly supported:

g 1
EB,t/€2 [9(6113 - GB(t—’f‘)/EQ—S + y)q]l/q ,S 1A W)

which implies (1.25). O

As mentioned, Lemma 4.4 and Lemma 4.5 prove Proposition 1.4. We also have the
following corollary:

Corollary 4.1. For all 3 < B.(R) we have that
()

Var<\/1og7 /R 2 ¢ e (u (t,x) — Elue(t, x)])g(x)dw)

converges, as € — 0, to
Va'r(/ M(t,x)g(x)dm),
RZ

where U is the solution to the Edwards- Wilkinson equation (1.3), with effective diffusivity equal to
Ioxo and effective variance vers defined as in (1.6).
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Proof. We have

03 [ [ e ot due = Var [ utenjgtaras ).

We want to apply Proposition 1.4 to the formula for the variance that we got from Proposition
1.3. As mentioned in the remark after Proposition 1.3 that formula has some modifications.
Recall that s, s in (4.1) will lie in [0, (¢ — 7)/€?] and uy, up will lie in [—(t — ) /e, My ()], [—(t —
r) /€%, Ma(e)]. Let F(r,y, Mi(¢), Ma(e)) be defined by (4.1) but with these modifications. Then
we have that

(e)

Var<\/1og7 /R e (ue(t,:L")—E[ue(t,x)])g(x)dx> oy /O t /R Fulry,r €,/ @)dydr. (4.18)

As argued in Section 2 the differences between F.(r,y, M (€), Ma(€)) and Fc(r,y, M1(€), Ma(€))
come up only when ¢t — r < €2. Therefore, for fixed 7,y

]:E(r,y,r/ez,r/e2) = fg(r,y,r/ez,r/g),

for all € small enough. This proves that F(r,y,r/e,r/e?) — vgff(B)pt_r * g(y)?, as € — 0. From
this observation and (4.18), we see that to prove the corollary we need to bound F.(r,y,r/e?,r/e?)
by an integrable function so we can apply the dominated convergence theorem.

More specifically, we argue that F.(r,y,r/€%,7/€%) satisfies the uniform bound (1.25). Indeed,
observe that if J.(r/e?,r/€?;x1, x2, 51, 52) is defined by (4.3) but with the range of u1,us changed
to [—(t — r)/€%,7/€%] then, since r € (0,t) we have

JE(T/Ezvr/Ez; T1,T2, 851, 82) é Jé(t/€2,t/€2; T1,T2, 81, 82)7

for all e, where J!(t/e2,t/€%; x1, T2, 51, 52) is also defined by (4.3) but with the range of u1, us changed
to [—t/e2,t/€%]. For all e small enough J/(t/e?,t/e%; 1, T2, 51,52) = Jc(t/€2,t/€?; 21, 39, 51, 52), since
Ry(u1,u2) = 0 when u; < —1 or up < —1. This proves that for p > 1 such that B < BC(R) we
have
sup IAEB’t/EQ [epJE(T/EQvT/52§x1,902,51782)] 5 sup EB,t/e2 [epje(t/527t/52;x17x2781,82)] 5 1
e€(0,1) €€(0,1)

9

uniformly over z1, 2, s1,s2 and r. From this estimate, and since g, ¢ are compactly supported, we
get that

Frgr/tao/@ s [ f By yjeslg(ex — eBly_yy oy + 511V 10(s) () dsde,
R2 J[0,(t—r)/€2]?

where 1/p + 1/g = 1. Now, by arguing in the same way as we did in the proof of Lemma 4.5 we
can prove that the uniform bound (1.25) is satisfied by F(r,y,r/€2,7/€?), for all € small enough.
This concludes the proof.

O

A Estimates on the Total Path Increments

In this appendix, we study the properties of the path increments between regeneration times. The
main result is a local central limit theorem for sums of the total path increments that makes it
possible to estimate the limiting distribution of additive functionals of wx, (1)) — wy, (k). The
latter is done in the next appendix.
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Proposition A.1. The random variable Xge) - Y(IE) has zero mean. Moreover, as e — 0, Xge) - Yge)
. . 61
converges in total variation to ).y Nj where:

° (/\fj)jeNo are 1.1.d. Gaussian random variables with covariance matriz 2 - Ioyo.
e 0 ~ Geo(v) and is independent from the (Nj);en.
Moreover, Xgﬁ) — Y(le) has exponential moments uniformly in €, i.e. for all A € R? small enough

sup Elexp(A - (X|” — ¥{7)] S 1. (A1)

e>0

Finally, the covariance matriz of Xge) — Yge) 18 bounded in € and converges to %ngg as € — 0.

Proof. By symmetry, Xge) — Ygﬁ) has zero mean. In fact, it is easy to see that Xgﬁ) — Yge) is a
symmetric random variable.
First, we show that Xgﬁ) — Ygﬁ) converges to a Gaussian. Inequality (3.24) implies that

00 N-1 00 N-—1
> - NlANlP(ZN 6A><]P( X\ — v ¢ 4) §27 NlBNIP’<ZN eA>
N=1 j=0 =1 Jj=0

(A.2)
where ./\f] are i.i.d. Gaussian random variables with covariance matrix 2-I5yo, and where A., B — 1
as € — 0. From dominated convergence

0—1
1i_>néIP’<X§E) ~Y\9 e A> — P(Z/\/j € A).
j=0

We prove that this convergence happens uniformly over A. Observe that (A.2) implies that for
C(N)= (BN —1) Vv (1 — AN)® and for a generic § ~ Geo(y), independent from (N});en, we have

P(X{? — Y (ZNGA)‘ Z( — )N (N <ZN€A>

N=1

For all Borel sets A C R?, the right-hand side of the above inequality is bounded above by

[e.e]

Z (1 - V)N_ICE(N)a

N=1

which converges to 0 as ¢ — 0. Therefore, Xge) — Ygﬁ) converges in total variation to zg;é/\/j.
We use (3.24) to show (A.1). We choose F'(x) = exp(A - x/c). Then, from (3.24), there is a
constant Be:

E[F(X)7 - Y{7)) Z B (1= )" B oo [FXY) = Y],
where (XN, Y(V)) are as in (3.24). Since XM, Y are Gaussian, we get:
E[F(X Y(f Z BN N 1 N|}\\2
which is finite for all € > 0, for X small enough (recall that B, — 1 as € — 0).

The last part of the proposition follows from a similar calculation as above, and tightness. [
5Observe that A <1 < B..
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Remark A.1. Inequality (A.2) implies that Xge) — Y(IE) has a density with respect to the Lebesque
measure. This observation, combined with Proposition A.1, implies that the characteristic func-

tion of Xge) — Yge) converges uniformly to the corresponding characteristic function of Z?;é/\/}.
This implies that for all € small enough the characteristic function of Xge) — Yge) 1s integrable and,
therefore the density of Xge) — Y(IE) is in L>°(R?). It is also easy to see that all mived moments of
Xge) - Yge) are bounded in €.

The observations in Remark A.1 lead us to the following central limit theorem (and its local
version):
Proposition A.2. Let (Xo,Yp) ~ Wy x Wy. Then as k — oo and € — 0, the random variable
1
—= (Wxo(Tk) — wy, (Th))

Vi

converges in distribution to a normal random variable in R? with covariance matriz %ngg. Fur-

thermore, if F,gg) is the density of wx,(Tk) — wy, (Tk) with respect to the Lebesque measure, then
sup \k;F,ie)(a:) — %exp(—’y]mﬁﬂk)] — 0, (A.3)
zeR?2 4

as k — oo and € — 0.

Proof. Recall that Xgﬁ) — Yge) has zero mean. The central limit theorem is proved via a standard
calculation of the characteristic function. In particular, from (3.18) we have

— k
¢ﬁ(wxo(Tk)—wYo(Tk))(n) = (‘JSXge)_Yge) (77/\/%)) )

where ¢ x denotes the characteristic function of the random variable X.

)

As we observed in Remark A.1, all mixed moments of the vector Xge) — Yge are bounded in

€. Therefore, Taylor’s expansion yields

C EIXE _ vy x© _ vy K
7 E[X — v x - v{9) . g
D Lo (i) ey (i) () = <1— % 123; i X0 +Re,k(n)> :

where the error term R ;(n) satisfies the bound

sup |Rey(n)| = o(1/k)[nl.
e€(0,1)

From Proposition A.1
E[(X)” - Y{7) (X7 = Y{)] = 2/ T,

as € — 0. Therefore:
0 1 (axy (1) —somy (1) (M) = xP(=[0]*/7), (A.4)

as k — oo, € = 0.
If F, ,56) (x) is the probability density of wx,(T}) — wy,(T}), then by Fourier inversion,

€ 1 .
F9(x) = o7 /R | OxP(=iX 1) b (1) v, (1) (M) (A.5)

To prove (A.3), we go through the following steps:
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F.1 Xge) — Yge) has a density fy i € L?(R?). There is an €, > 0, such that
1 1

2
e c dx < 1. A6
ES;JEI:) . Fxo_yto(x)7dx S (A.6)

F.2 There is an € and an A such that

€ 1 .
F9(x) = o /n|<m exp(—i(x 1)/ VE) Guy, (1) -y (1) 1/ VE)AD + Re, (A7)

with the error term R, satisfying the bound

sup [Rex S 27"

e<ey
F.3 Ask—occande— 0
y Cw VE) — exp(—|n[?/7)|dn — 0. A8
| e om0/ V) — exp(lnl )l (A%)
F.4 As k — oo,
1 / . 2 Y 2
exp(—i(x - n)/Vk) exp(—|n|?/~v)dn = —= exp(—~|x|? /4k) + o(1). A9
a7 i m VR (-l )dn = ol 48) 4o (A9)
Equations (A.7)-(A.9) prove that:
B (x) = T exp(—y|x?/4k) + R - 1/k,

where the error term R, , goes to 0, as k — co and € — 0. This proves (A.3).

To prove (A.6), recall that from Remark A.1 Xge) — Ygﬁ) has a density with respect to the
Lebesgue measure, which we denote by fX(e) v From (3.24)
1 1

2 (e) (e)
€ € d :E € € € € X —Y <
/R2 Fxto_yto () dx =By yo [fyo_yo (X )] <

> BNy =)V EBx) yov) [fx© _yo (XN -y,
N=1

where (XN Y)Y are as in (3.24) and Be — 1 as € — 0. Since the random variables X() y(V)
are Gaussian, we have:

o0
1
2 N N-1
. . dx < g B 1 . . dx <1,

for all € < €, where ¢ is such that sup.< Be < (% This proves (A.6).

1+7)(1=7)
To prove (A.7) we do a change of variables n — n/v/k in the integral in (A.5). Then, we split
) reduces to proving

(
the integral over the regions |n| > Avk and |n| < AvEk. The proof of (A.7
that there is an A and an € such that:

1
k 27k Al
sup k /|;7>A\/E¢wXO(Tk)—wYO(Tk)(n/\/E)dT] S ( 0)

"
e<e¢q
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We have that:

1 k—2 1 / 2
— < — . . k)|“dn.
]‘5/77>Af’¢wx0 (1) —wyy (1) (1/VE) |dn < sup bt _yto (M7 - !¢X;)_Y§>(n/\f)\ n

Inl>A
(A.11)
The second term in the right-hand side of (A.11), after a change of variables n — +/kn and
Plancerel’s theorem, is equal to (27)? Jre fX(e)_Y(e) (x)2dx which, from (A.6), is bounded in € < €.
1 1

The first term on the right-hand side of (A.11) is exponentially small. Indeed, from Proposition
A.1, for all n

Px 0yt (M) = oy (n),

where Y = Z?:_&M, with 6 and (N;)en, as in Proposition A.1. This convergence happens
uniformly in 7, since Xge) —Yge), Y are absolutely continuous with respect to the Lebesgue measure

and Xgﬁ) — Ygﬁ) converges to Y in total variation, as ¢ — 0. A straightforward calculation shows

that:
~

—(1-7)
Therefore, there is an A such that supy, s |¢y(n)| < 1/4. This implies that, there is an e < ¢,
such that for all € < ¢

¢Y(T,) = e‘n|2/2

sup [dy0_yo (M| <1/2,
In|=A

which proves (A.10).

The proof of (A.8) goes along the same lines as the proofs of local limit theorems found in
[ ]. We skip the details. Finally, Gaussian integration proves (A.9) and this concludes the
proof. O

Finally, we are going to need the following corollary. It is the analog of Lemma A.2 from

[ J:

Corollary A.1. Let (Xj,Ys)ken, be a sequence of random variables generated by the transition
probability W, where (Xo, Yy) ~ I@’ge) (dzg) x I@’gﬁ)(dyo). Then E[Xk(1)] = 0. Moreover,
there is a c1 > 0 such that

P Sl[gpl} | X% (s)] > t] < e~ 1t (A.12)
se|0,

Additionally, if @ ~ Geo(7y) is independent from (Xj)ren, then for some ¢y > 0:

0
IP’[Z sup |Xg(s)| > t| Se (A.13)
1 s€[0,1]

Therefore, Ezzl SUPgeqo.1] | Xk ()| has ezponential tails, uniformly in €. Finally

P[sup |B(s)| > t] < e %", (A.14)
s<6

for some c3 > 0, where B € C([0,00)) is the path built from (X, Yi)ken,-

Remark A.2. Observe that the marginal law of (Xi)ken, is the same as the law of (Zy)n,, where
this sequence is generated by = ) 7W1 with Zg ~ ]P’( )(dzo).
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Proof. The proof of E[X}(1)] = 0 is the same as in | ] (look at the proof of Lemma A.2).

Inequality (A.12) is a straightforward application of Lemma 3.1 with F(z) = supy¢jo 1) [2(s)|
and the corresponding bound

Pl sup |B(s)| > ] S e,
s€[0,1]

where B is a Brownian motion.

For (A.13), we condition on # and apply Lemma 3.1 to F(z) = Y0, Supgeo1) |zi(s)]. If
B!, ...,B" are independent Brownian motions then

0 [e's) N
P sup 10| S X000 B| S sup [BR) >.
k=1 SE0,1] Ne=1 L—1 S€[0,1]

We have that
N N
P[Z sup |B*(s)| > t] < e_CtE[exp (CZ sup |Bk(s)|>}
k=1 5€[0,1] ] s€l0,1]
Therefore,
N o0
P[Z sup [Xe(s)] > ’f}ﬁ 31— N retoN,
k=1 86[0,1} N=1

for C' = Elexp(csup,eo 1 |B1(s)|)]. We can conclude by taking ¢ small enough.
Finally, (A.14) is proved similarly. O

B Kallianpur-Robbins Estimates
Let (Xo,Yp) ~ Wy x Wy and S,, = wx, (1)) — wy, (T,). Recall that, from Proposition A.2,
(O (p) — 1 —7le|?/4k )
E\9(x) e +Rer - 1/k, (B.1)

for all z € R, where R, — 0 as k — oo, € — 0. These precise asymptotics for the density F,(f)

allow us to prove results on the occupation times of .5,,.

We will make use of the following elementary estimates. Here, M (e) is such that log M (¢)/log e —
0 as € = 0. We have
1 1
—_— 1 (B.2)
v > - — —~ L,
(log ) 1<k <...<kp<M(e)e 1, (ke = k). (kp = kp1)
kiy1>ki+2
ase — 0and for j=1,...,p
1 Rerpr (14+ R
2. bk aCERen) o (B3)

(log E_l)p k‘l(k‘Q — k‘l)(k‘p — k‘p_l)

1<k <...<kp<M(e)e™!
kiy1>ki+2

as € = 0, where R, is as in (B.1). Similarly, for j =1,...,p

R A -1
1 Z (k] k]—l) — 0(1)7 (B4)

—1\p _ _
(log € ) 1§k1<...<kp§M(e)e*1, kl (kg kl)...(k}p kp_l)
kiv1>ki+2

as € — 0.
The proof of Proposition B.1 is similar to the proofs of the results in | ].
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Proposition B.1. Let M(e) be such that log M(e)/loge ™ — 0 as e — 0. Also let (H)e=o C
LY (R?P) be a family of positive and bounded functions, such that for all €, ||H||1 = A, for some
constant A and such that

lim sup/ H (x)dz — 0. (B.5)
M—=00 >0 J|z/>M
For S, = wx,(T) — wy, (Th),
i\ 3 E[H,(Sk, ... Sx.)] — A (B.6)
yloget Nk e Ok ’ :
1<k <...<kp<M(e)e™!
kiy1>ki+2
as € — 0.

Proof. To prove (B.6) we write the expectation inside the sum explicitly. We have

> E[H.(Sk,, -, Sk,)] =
1<k1<...<kp<M(e)e™ !
kiy1>ki+2
Z ; Hc(xz1,22,....2p )F,gl)(azl)F,S)_kl (x9 — xl)...F,g;)_kpil(a:p — Zp_1)dxy...dxp.
1<k <..<kp<M(e)e=t, " B
kiv1>ki+2
(B.7)
We successively replace F,S)_kiil, i = 1,...,p, by its asymptotic expansion (B.1). Adopting the
notation in [ ], (B.7) is equal to
v \? Jgz» H. ZEl,ZEg,...,ﬂfp)e_le VVVV kp(xl""’xp)dznl...dxp
<4—> > (T ey + &, (B.8)
T 1<k <...<kp<M(e)e™ ! 1172 L)eAp p=1
kiv1>ki+2
where
\m Ti_ 1]
Q..o ki (T15 -0 Tp Z k) (B.9)

with zg = 0, kg = 0. The error term &, is equal to

p J
vy (&
Z<E> Z R57kj—k;j71 /R2p He(x17x27"'7$p) 7

j=1 1<ki<...<kp<M(e)e 1, iz (ki — ki i>j
kiv1>ki+2

(B.10)

We need to estimate both of the terms in (B.8). First, we deal with the error term (B.10). Observe
that (B.1) implies that £ () < (1 + Repn)/n. Using this bound, we see that the error term is

- H(zy,z2...,2p)

Z Z R67kj—kj71(1 +R5,k2j)k k k’ k k dflfl...dil}‘p.

J=L1<ki<...<kp<M(e)e 1, R 1(ky = k1) (kp = Kp-1)
kiv1>ki+2
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Since for all €, ||H¢||1 = A, this sum is equal to

Zp: Z Re7kj—kj71(1 + Rs,kj)
J=1 1<k <...<kp<M(e)e™ !, ki(ko —ky1)...(kp — kp—1)
kit1>ki+2

From (B.3), this term is o((log e 1)?) as € — 0. Therefore, & = o((log e~ 1)P).
Now, we focus on the first term in (B.8):

<l>p > Jpew He(wy, 23, . wp)e” Qe O day iy (B.11)
im 1<k1<...<kp<M(e)e? kl(kQ = k1) (kp — kp—1)
kiy1>ki+2
We write (B.11) as
A\” 1
(i) L2 =
471' 1§k1<...<kp§M(e)e*1 k‘l(k‘Q — k‘l)(k’p — kp—l)
where
7\’ fR2p (w1, 2, .. p)(E_le ~~~~~ kp (T1500Tp) 1)dzx;...dz)
Toe=\ix 2. k:l(kg “ k1) (kp — kp1) - (B12)
1<k1<...<kp<M(e)e~! P P
kiy1>ki+2
We aim to prove that (loge )7P.J, . — 0, as € — 0. This will prove that (B.11) is asymptotic to
(ZA) as € — 0, which proves (B. )
From our assumption on (B.5), for any J, there is a My large enough such that
sup/ Hc(x1,x2,....;2p)dx < 6.
>0 Jix|> Mo
Therefore,
<l>p > St ate He(@wn, @2, ooy wp) e P L) —qdx (B.13)
4m ki(ka —k1)...(kp — kp—1)

1<k1<...<kp<M(e)e™ !
kiy1>ki+2

is bounded above by

7\ !
25(5) ) T

1<k1<...<kp<M(e)e~1

By dividing this term by (log ¢ ~!)? and sending € — 0, we see that it converges to 26(y/4m)P. Since
J is a arbitrary, (B.13) is negligible and the main contribution to (B.12) comes from

= <l>p Z flx\SMoHe(xlax%'-'7%)(6_le """ by (T )_1)d331 dmp
© \Un

1<k1 <...<kp<M(e)e™?,
kiy1>ki+2
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Observe that for all x| < My we have
SN
|6_Qk1 ,,,,, kp (15e2p) 1| 5 Qk17___7kp($17 _“,ggp) § Z -
— ki — ki

7

Therefore,

P p

1 1
J' < A<l> . .
b 47 Z Z kl(lﬁg — kl)...(lﬁp — kp_l) ki — ki—l

1<k <...<kp<M(e)e~ 1, i=1
kiy1>ki+2

From (B.4), the sum in the right-hand side is o((loge !)?) as ¢ — 0, and therefore J,. =
o((log e 1)P). This concludes the proof of (B.6).
U

Remark B.1. Let (Ge)ee(o,1) © LY (R?) satisfy the assumptions of Proposition B.1 and define

Ge(2) = By [Ge(z+ 29,

where (Z(E))EE(OJ) is a collection of tight random variables in R*. The family (Ge)ec(o,1) satisfies

the assumptions of Proposition B.1. To prove this we only need to prove (B.5). Since (Z(e))ee(o,n
1s tight we have

sup P[|Z9] > M] — 0, (B.14)
€€(0,1)
as M — oco. We also have
/ gE(Z)dZS E|:1{|Z(€)2M/2} / GE(Z)CZZ:| +E |:1{Z(5)§M/2} Ge(z)dz .
|z|>M |2|>M—|Z()] |2|>M—|Z()]|

Therefore, since (G¢)eso satisfies the assumptions of Proposition B.1 and from (B.14)

2\dz (e) 2)dz 2)dz
[, <Rz 22 [ Gz [ Giaazo

z|>M/2
as M — oo, uniformly in €.
Finally, we prove the 'non-directed’ version of Proposition B.1.

Lemma B.1. Let (Gc)ego,1) be a collection of functions as in Lemma B.1. Also, let § €
{+1,—1,0}? and M(e) be such that log M(¢)/loge™t — 0 as e — 0. Then the mean of:

> Ge(wxo(Thy+6,) — wyo (Thy ), s wxo (Thpts,) — Wy (Thy)) (B.15)
1<ky <...<kp<M(e)e™ 1,
kiy1>ki+2
18 asymptotic to:

(/amog )

as € — 0, where ||Gc||1 = A.
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Proof. We aim to use Proposition B.1 to calculate the asymptotic of (B.15). The issue is the
appearance of §. We try to bring the functional in (B.15) to a functional involving only the random
walk wx, (Tk) — wy, (Tk). We will exploit the fact that both wx, (7)) and wy, (1)), as defined in
(3.18), are sums of independent random variables. We will write the random vector appearing in
(B.15) as:

(@xto (Thr 1) = 9% (Thy)s s 0o (Thy,) — w35 (T, ) = (S5, 8)) + 209, (B.16)

where the vectors (S,(:l),...,S,(;)) and Z are independent. The distribution of the first vector

will "look like” the distribution of (wx,(Tk,) — wyy(Tky)s - Wxo (Th,) — wyy(Tk,)). Moreover, the
distribution of Z© will be independent from ki, ..., k,. Then we average with respect to 7 so
that (B.15) is equal to

3 E[H(S\),...S{)).
1<k <...<kp<M(e)e !,
kit1>ki+2

for an appropriate H. Then, we will be able to apply Proposition B.1 and conclude.
Let us make this more precise. From (3.18), we write for each i = 1, .., p:

ki+d6;,—1
wxo(Thits,) = wyo(Thy) = Sp, + D (Xlg?—l - Yz(fj)_l + Xz(fj) - Yz(fj)) ~Y), + > X§E)’
1<j<i j=k;—1
where we make the convention that the last sum is 0 when §; = —1. From (3.18), S,(:Z_) is a

sum of independent random variables. Moreover, Ski is equal in distribution to wx,(Tk,—2it+1) —
wyy (Tk;—2i+1) and furthermore, the vector:

(Skys--Sk,)

is equal in distribution to

(on (Tkl—l) — Wyy (Tk1—1)7 WXo (Tk2—3) — Wyp (Tk2—3)7 e WX (Tkp—2p+1) — Wyy (Tkp—2p+1)>

and is independent of:

(Xl = YL X - Y XL Y0 X - Y,

since these random variables do not appear inside the sum of any of the S, .
Now, define the vector Z() € R?, where the components Z(© (i) € R? are given by:

ki+6;—1
206 = > (X, - X - v v+ Y x©,
1<j<i Jj=ki—1

By construction Z(©) is independent from (S,(;), ey S,(;p)).

To prove that the distribution of Z(9) = (Z(E)(l), oy Z©) (p)) is independent of ki, ..., k, recall

that the random variables ((X,(;)_l,Y,(;)_l), (Xl(f?’Yl(ci)))izlva are 1.i.d.%. Therefore, the vector

P

<(Xl(;1)—17 Yli?—l)? (XI(;) ) Yl(;l))a s (Xl(;p)—lv Y](Cep)—l)7 (Xl(;p)7 Y](Ce))>

6Here, we made use of the restriction k; > k;—1 + 1, so that k; < k; — 1 for all j < .
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is equal in distribution to

(0007 ¥, 0650, (681 W), (X5 YD ).

This means that the distribution of Z(©) is equal to the distribution of Z(€) = (Zfe), ceey Z;,(,E)) where

2i4+5;—1
20 0K X Y)Y+ S D
1<j<i j=2i-1

Therefore, the distribution of 79 is independent from ki, ..., k,. These observations prove (B.16).
In particular, (B.15) is equal to

> E [g(e) (wxo (Thy—1) —wyo (Thy 1), -+, wixo (Tkp—2p+1)—wYO(Tkp—2p+1)>] , (B.17)
1<k1 <...<kp<[M(e)e™ 1],
kiv1>ki+2

where G(© : R% — R is given by:
G (z) == E [G(z + Z<f>)] . (B.18)

From Proposition A.1 and Remark B.1, (g(ﬁ>)ee(071) satisfies the assumptions of Proposition
B.1 with [|G)||; = A. We deduce that (B.17) is asymptotic to

(/47108 )A

as € — 0. Since (B.15) and (B.17) are equal, we get

M E[G(wxo (Trita,) — 9% (T )s oes 00 (Thps,) — w3 (T ))] ~ Al /4m)P (log € 1,
1<k1<...<kp<M(e)e™ 1,
kip1>ki+2
as € — 0. O

C The normalization constant Ct(/iQ

In this appendix, we study the asymptotic behavior of ¢ 522 This is given by the following lemma:

Lemma C.1. There is a constant C7 > 0 such that

t

e?loge~! Foll), (C1)

G2 = (C1+o(1))

as € = 0. The error terms depend only on R.

Proof. First, we assume that t/e? = N, € N and we set 7 = 1. Repeating the construction of the
Markov chain, as in Section 3.1, while also keeping track of the normalization constants, yields

Ne—2
(€ € (€ ~ (e € — € — l9—¢l
PY (dw) = O (20)B{ (dzg) T #© (wn, dapsr) WO (a, 1) (pl))NemLeNeG N
k=0
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with W(€) and p(®) defined by the eigenvalue problem (3.7). Recall the normalization o, ) ()P (dz) =

1. Since 1@5\2 is a probability measure

E[T)(Xy, 1)1 = (p9) Nee N 19+
From the observations at the start of Section 3.2, ¥(©) () — 1 uniformly in z, as € — 0. Therefore,
(N, = N(i? — (N = 1) 1og p'© + 0(1). (C.2)

We estimate the terms de) and log p(¢). For Cf), recall its definition in (1.11)

A2
=1 _ — u, B(s) — B(u))dsd dB
@) og/Ql exp<210g6_1 o R(s — u, B(s) (u))dsdu | W1(dB).
By a Taylor expansion, we see that as € — 0
©o_  C 1
L7 loge ! +O(log e—l)’ (C3)
where
C :EB[ R(s —u,B(s) — B(u))dsdu]
[0,1]2

Now for log p{9), we look at the eigenvalue equation (3.7)
/Q eI @ g ()P (dy) = p© ) (2),
1

with I(©) defined in (3.6). From the observations at the start of Section 3.2, I@’ge) converges to
the Wiener measure in total variation as ¢ — 0. Moreover, (¢ (z,y) — 0 as € — 0, uniformly in
z,y € 1. These two observations, combined with a Taylor expansion of the above exponential,
show that

C 1
(& _ 1=
P log e—1 +O(10ge—1)7
as € — 0, where
=[] twwiwi). (©4)
o Ja,
with
I(z,y) = R(s —u,y(s) + z(1) — z(u))dsdu, z,y € Q.
[0,1]2
This proves that ~
log pl9) = ¢ + o( ! ) (C.5)
log e~1 loge=17’

Now, plugging (C.5) and (C.3) to (C.2) yields (C.1) with:

= S—Uu S)— u sau 1 2 S—U 23 1 — 1u sau | .
cl_EBU[WR( | B(s)— B(u))dsd ]+EB Eg U[QWR( | B2(s)+ B'(1) — B! (u))dsd

When t/e? € R we have the same asymptotic, since
Ct(/iz = C[(:/)ez} +o(1)

and [t/e?]/(t/e®) — 1 as e — 0. O
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